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Current Topics. 


The Trinity Cause Lists. 

THE MOST NOTICEABLE feature in the Cause Lists for the present 
sittings is what seems to be the disappearance of heavy arrears 
in the King’s Bench Division. The total of all causes there is 
730 as against 875 at the beginning of last sittings, and 1,392 a 
year ago. It was the accumulation of arrears last summer which 
led to the spectacle of some twenty judges sitting to hear cases 
during the last week of the vacation. Apparently this will not 
have to be repeated, though the number is greater than in 1914, 
when at this time of the year it*was only 381. The number of 
appeals, 137, is somewhat low, but the Chancery Division, with 
317 causes, 117 company matters, and 11 bankruptcy matters, 
maintains the increase in business which has been noticeable 
recently. The statistician of the courts still declines to 
distinguish between Probate and Divorce, but treating Probate 
as negligible, the Divorce cases are 1,141, of which 942 are 
undefended. This is considerably below the number in some 
recent sittings. A year ago it was 2,942, of which 2,473 were 
undefended, and the reduction is no doubt due to the special 
efforts made to deal with this business. 


The Law of Property Bill. 

We sTATED last week that the Law of Property Bill had 
undergone very little amendment in the Standing Committee, 
and it passed also with only slight change, nothing affecting the 
principles of the Bill or conveyancing practice, through the 
Report stage in the full House on Wednesday. The third reading 
was fixed for Friday, so that, after such discussion between the 
two Houses as may be required to settle how far the amendments 
shall stand, the Bill will in all probability become law. The 
most important amendment is the postponement of the commence- 
ment of the Act till 1st January, 1925. Those who have studied 
the Bill will have realised that it was quite impracticable for the 
Legislature to touch its main features. One might as well try 
to re-model a battleship as it is moving off the stocks. And the 
measure is not to be judged by its present form. The next step 
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will be to cut it up and distribute the greater part of it among 
the Conveyancing Acts, the Settled Land Acts, the Trustee Acts, 
and the Land Transfer Acts. Most of the provisions which will 
thus be transferred represent amendments in matters of detail, 
and their presence in the Bill has made it very difficult to see 
the measure in its true perspective. It has been impossible to 
see the wood for the trees. This work of distribution will require 
considerable skill in draftsmanship, but the task will be small 
compared with the labour of drafting the Bill and dealing with 
the suggestions for alteration made from many quarters, and we 
congratulate Mr. Cuerry, and also Mr. Benn and others who have 
helped him, on the near approach of a successful ending to their 
labours. When Part I of the measure (Assimilation), with any 
of the remainder that may be attached to it, is left as the sub- 
stantial statute, it will be much easier to study it. But it must 
be remembered that although Part I has only thirty-four sections, 
it carries nearly all the Schedules. 


The Reprieve of Ronald True. 


THe Home Secretary, so far as we can see, seems to have 
acted with perfect propriety in the case of RonaLp True. The 
prisoner, it will be recollected, was found guilty by a jury not- 
withstanding the uncontradicted evidence of four medical experts 
that he was insane; two of those experts were official prison 
doctors, and cannot be suspected of any bias in favour of the 
prisoner. Moreover, the witnesses called for the defence, and not 
contradicted by any testimony for the prosecution, showed that 
True had served courageously in the Royal Flying Corps, had 
met with a crash which shattered his nervous system, and there- 
after had taken to the drugs which finally ruined his will and 
rendered him an uncontrollable moral imbecile. If ever there 
was a clear case of insanity, surely it was this case ; but prejudice 
against the unpopular conclusions of the new psycho-pathology 
and a feeling of extreme moral vindictiveness against the accused— 
due to the fact that his victim was a girl and to the circumstances 
under which he killed her—seem to have induced the jury to 
disregard the medical testimony. The Court of Criminal Appeal, 
in accordance with its usual practice, declined to interfere with 
a verdict of fact, namely, insanity, but concluded its judgment by 
expressly stating—as it always does in such cases—that the 
Home Secretary, assisted by medical expert evidence not available 
to a Court of Appeal, is the proper tribunal of appeal when sanity 
is the issue. Thereupon the Home Secretary, acting again in 
accordance with the usual practice where a plea of insanity has 
been put forward, referred TRUE’s case to two official experts 
and a well-known specialist, Sir Maurice Crate, who unanimously 
certified him as insane. Under these circumstances it is clear that 
the law does not permit of Truse’s execution. The question 
whether TRUE was insane at the time of the crime, or at the time 
of his trial, or only subsequently at the date of the medical 
examination, seems to us a mere legal quibble; the substantial 
point is that he is essentially an insane person and, therefore, not 
a fit subject for capital punishment. This does not follow from 
any provision of the Criminal Lunatics Act, 1884, but, as 
Mr. Suortr showed in the House of Commons on Monday, from 
a rule of the Common Law recognised by Coke, Hate, Hawkrns, 
BLACKSTONE, and SrerHen (in his Commentaries). The unfor- 
tunate thing is that Jacopy has just been executed when, apart 
from legal technicalities, he was a fitter subject for reprieve than 
True. But that the Home Secretary erred badly in that case 
is no reason for another mistake being made. The one advantage 
is that the whole question of capital punishment is likely to be 
brought under review, and the reasons for it. 


Lord Westbury. 


THE RECENT discovery in Italy of two portraits of Lord 
Wesrtsury has called attention to a Lord Chancellor whose 
career, distinguished though it was, was overclouded by the 
circumstances which led to his resignation from office, and 
numerous letters about him have appeared in the Daily Press. 
They have rather tended to concentrate on his relations, which 








do not appear to have been particularly pleasant, with Lord 
Justices Knicut Bruceand Torner. His biographer, Mr. Nasu, 
had no personal acquaintance with him, and presumably wrote 
with a certain amount of impartiality, but he is quite clear that 
judicial interruption in the Court of Appeal met with a proper 
protest from Breruett when he was at the Bar. The matter 
was so notorious that “ Punch” in the “Battle of the Big 
Wigs,” sang :— 

“The hot anger of Bruce at the cool encounter of Bethel), 

Bethell, the feared of the Bench, the Rarey, the tamer of horse hair, 

Tamer of legal big-wigs, subduer of Lords and Vice-Chanc’liors, 

Twister of Courts round his thumb with his silvery voice of persuasion.” 
Perhaps the story of him which most appeals to counsel, who 
have an innate terror of reading their old opinions, is the account 
of a consultation at which he was propounding a view which, to the 
surprise of the country solicitor, was directly opposite to what he 
had advised some years before. It happened that the opinion 
was in the solicitor’s bag, and was promptly produced. Beruett, 
then Attorney-General, read it slowly, and observed, as if 
soliloquising: ‘ Well, it is a mystery to me how anyone capable 
of penning such an opinion could have risen to the eminence 
I have the honour to enjoy.” 


Reversionary Interests and the Statutes of Limitation. 


AN INTERESTING point as to the effect of the Real Property 
Limitation Acts on a mortgage of a reversionary interest in 
land arose before Sareant, J., in Re Witham (ante, p. 557). 
Under the will of a testator who died in 1894, the income of his 
real and personal estate was held in trust for his widow, and on her 
death there was a trust for sale and for the division of the proceeds 
among his children. In 1895 a son assigned his share as security 
for an advance and in 1903 the mortgage was transferred to the 
widow, the son covenanting to pay her the interest. No interest 
was paid nor was any acknowledgment given subsequently. The 
son died in 1905 and the widow of the testator in 1918. At her 
death none of the real estate had been sold, but it had nearly all 
been sold since. The son’s representatives claimed that the mort- 
gagewas barred, but it was admitted at the hearing that this was 
not so as to the personal estate. As regards the recovery of 
personal property, there is no statutory bar: Mellersh v. Brown 
(45 Ch. D. 225), and in the case of the mortgage of a reversionary 
interest, the right to recover it does not arise until it falls into 
possession, and the mortgagee is then entitled to it notwith- 
standing the personal remedy for the mortgage debt may be 
barred: Re Lake’s Trusts (63 L.T. 416). 


Charges on Reversionary Interests in Real Estate. 

BuT AS REGARDS the real estate comprised in a mortgage 
the Real Property Limitation Acts may extinguish the title, 
but if the security gives the mortgagee the right to recover the 
land itself, the statute does not run against this right until the 
reversion falls into possession and he can bring an action for 
foreclosure then: Hugill v. Wilkinson (38 Ch. D. 480). The 
case is within the ordinary rule relating to future interests ; 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, s. 3, clause 4. But where the 
mortgage does not give a right to proceed by foreclosure to recover 
the land itself, but is only a charge enforceable by sale, the result 
is different. The relevant provision now is s. 8 of the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874, relating to sums of money charged on land 
and the period of limitation is twelve years after a present right 
to receive the sum secured by the mortgage has accrued : Re Owen 
(1894, 3 Ch. 220). A right to receive the proceeds of sale of land 
is “land” within the meaning of the Real Property Limitation 
Acts: Bowyer v. Woodman (L.R.3 Eq. 313). Hence the mortgage 
gave a charge on land and the question was whether it gave a right 
of foreclosure, so as to be within Hugill v. Wilkinson, or gave no 
such right, so as to be within Re Owen. Sanrcanrt, J., held that it 
gave no such right and hence the mortgage was barred by s. 8 
of the Act of 1874, and the title of the mortgagee extinguished 
by the Act of 1834. But it is singular that no attempt is made 
to reduce the confusing provisions of the Statutes of Limitation 
to something like harmony and simplicity. 
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Loss of Goods in Transit. 

Tue House or Lorps has now affirmed the much-canvassed 
decision of the Court of Appeal (1922, 1 K.B. 192) in London and 
North Western Ry. v. Neilson (ante, p. 502). A railway company 
had accepted goods for conveyance to a named place by a named 
route ; there was a consignment note which relieved the company 
from all liability for misconveyance or misdelivery or delay 
“during the transit’ not caused by wilful misconduct. The 
company’s servants, by a mistake, sent the goods, not by the 
named route, but by a different route; delay and damage 
resulted from this mistake, but there was no wilful misconduct. 
The company denied liability, relying on the protection afforded 
by the clause just summarized, and praying in their favour the 
doctrine laid down in Foster v. Great Western Railway Co. (1904, 
2 K.B. 306), that such a loss amounts to “ misdelivery ” arising 
“ during the transit,” for which they are not liable. The Court 
of Appeal contrived with great difficulty to distinguish this case, 
and found in favour of the consignor; we ourselves suggested 
that the sending of the goods by an unauthorized route was an 
act outside the special contract altogether, and that therefore 
the protection given the company by the consignment note did 
not apply. The reasons given by the separate judges of the 
Divisional Court in Foster v. Great Western Railway Co. (supra) 
have long been considered very unsatisfactory, and the House of 
Lords has now definitely, not only expressly overruled that trouble- 
some decision, but stated that their reasons were founded on 
misconception of the principle. 


“ Misconveyance.” 

In Foster v.G.W.R.Co.(supra) the Lord Chief Justice had regarded 
the ultimate misdelivery of the goods as occurring “ during 
transit,” and therefore excepted from liability. Mr. Justice 
KENNEDY had described it as an “ unintentional mistake ”’— 
which seems a tautology. In the present case, Lord Justice 
BANKEs pointed out in the Court of Appeal that the “ misdelivery ” 
here does not arise in the final parting with the goods to the 
consignee, but in the initial despatch of the goods by an un- 
authorized route: in other words, it is not an incident arising 
out of the transit, but an act dehors the authorised transit 
altogether. ‘“‘ Misconveyance ” is also protected by the excepted 
clauses, provided it arises from accident or negligence not 
amounting to wilful misconduct; and Lord Justice Scrurron 
had felt, in the Court of Appeal, a difficulty in finding that 
the term “ misconveyance ” does not cover such a case as this. 
In strict literal construction of the contract perhaps it does ; but 
Lord Buckmaster, in delivering the leading judgment in the 
Lords, expressed a very strong opinion that vague phrases of this 
kind must not be given a meaning which would allow the carriers 
to claim protection if they had not performed their contractual 
duty at all for any reason short of wilful misconduct ; he therefore 
held that “ misconveyance ” must be construed so as to exclude 
the conveyance of goods by an unauthorized route. Such 
“ misconveyance ” is really “apart from” and not “ during ” 
the transit. In this way the House succeeded in taking the case 
out of the excepted clauses and in overruling Foster v. Great 
Western Railway Co. (supra). The simple rule of interpretation 
which governs all cases of this kind, we think, is just this: If A 
contracts to perform a duty for B, such as to carry his goods, he 
can attach to the contract conditions limiting his liability for 
failure of contractual duty of different kinds, but not for complete 
failure to perform any part of the contract at all; such an 
excepted clause would be a “ repugnant-condition,” and therefore 
void. What amounts to such a complete repugnance is a matter 
of substance rather than of words, and the court will give excepted 
clauses a narrow constructior so as to evade this result. 


Contracts not binding on the Crown. 

SINCE LEGAL practitioners frequently have to safeguard the in- 
terests of their clients where foreign land and titles are concerned,it 
is important to draw their attention to the far-reaching decision of 
the Judicial Committee of thePrivy Councilin Mackay v. Attorney- 















General for British Columbia (1922, 1 A.C.457). The Public Works 
Act, 1911 (Revised Statutes of British Columbia, 1911, cap. 189, 
as amended in 1914) gives to the Lieutenant-Governor in Council 
power to acquire, for and in the name of the Crown, land which 
he deems to be necessary for certain specified public purposes ; 
and the Minister of Public Works is authorized to enter into con- 
tracts for such purposes which are not to be valid unless sealed 
with the seal of his Department. Here the Minister had entered 
into a contract to acquire land for one of those purposes, and had 
caused the contract to be sealed with his departmental seal. 
But no Order in Council, nor a resolution in Council, had authorized 
the purchase of this particular piece of land. In these circumstances 
the Board felt bound to follow Churchward v. the Queen (1865, 
L.R. 1 Q.B. 173, an Admiralty case), as applied by Commercial 
Cable Co. v. Government of Newfoundland (1916, 2 A.C. 610), 
and to hold that the contract was invalid notwithstanding the 
seal. The provision in the statute requiring the sea] as a condition 
precedent to validity does not contain an implication that the 
presence of the seal shall be conclusive that the other condition 
precedent to validity, namely, the authorization of the Council, 
has been satisfied. In logic, this is sound enough, but it puts 
the private person in an invidious position since he is under 
the awkward necessity of enquiring of a Minister of the Crown 
whether his acts have been authorized by the Council of which he 
isa member. It seems unfortunate that our courts have not felt 
able to adopt the simple rule that the act of a member within 
the scope of his apparent authority should be binding on the 
Crown, on the principles of estoppel and respondeat superior, as the 
similar acts of a private agent are binding on his principal. 


Libel and Matrimony. 


Ir HAS LONG been an accepted rule of the Law of England that 
neither husband nor wife can be indicted for a libel on the other : 
(R.v. Lord Mayor of London, 16 Q.B.D. 772); the legal ground 
usually given is that a husband and wife are one, so that a false 
statement made by either about the other is not an injury to @ 
separate personality. This reasoning seems out of date in the 
present state of the legal relations between the sexes ; but, 
probably, there is sound common sense behind the actual rule, 
and it might be a mistake to alter it too hastily. The intimate 
relations of husband and wife would tend to become impossible 
if each were to be liable to criminal proceedings for every hasty 
statement, written about the other, of such a kind that the law 
would regard it as defamatory. It must be remembered that 
the truth of a defamatory statement is not a defence to a charge 
of criminal libel; it is necessary to prove that the statement, in 
addition to being true, was made in the public interest. The 
Recorder of London would seem to have taken the correct view 
of the law in quashing an indictment of a husband by his wife in 
R. v. Baxter (Times, 17th ult.). The cusious thing is that the 
learned police magistrate should have committed such a case for 
trial, as the law is stated, without any suggestion of doubt, in 
every text book of Criminal Law. 








What is ‘“* Attendance” ? 


It is provided by the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest 
(Restrictions) Act, 1920, s. 12 (2), that that Act shall not, “ save 
as otherwise expressly provided, apply to a dwelling-house bond 
fide \et at a rent which includes payments in respect of board, 
attendance or use of furniture.’ The word “ attendance ”’ long 
remained without judicial interpretation, but in the case of 
Nye v. Davis (1922, W.N. 14), the Divisional Court decided last 
December that the services there rendered by the landlord were 
“attendance ”’ within the meaning of the above-quoted section, 
and that therefore the tenant was not entitled to the protection 
of the Act. The services which the landlord in that case had 
covenanted to render were, inter alia, ‘‘ to remove such house 
refuse as cannot be burnt from the said flat and carry the lessee’s 
coals thereto once in every week-day.” 
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The decision that such services amounted to “ attendance ” 
for this purpose came as a surprise to many of those who had 
had to advise landlords and tenants as to what nature and extent 
of services were necessary in order to exclude flats from the 
operation of the Act, and it seems strange that a decision of such 
widespread importance should have received so little attention. 
It would not be surprising if a decision which affects the rights 
of so many tenants should be submitted to the courts for further 
consideration, and it does not seem out of place to present the 
arguments upon both sides. 

So far as may be judged from the somewhat meagre report of 
the case which is available, the court appear to have taken the 
view that the word “attendance”’ was synonymous with 
“service” in the widest sense of that word. They held that 
the man who carried up coals and removed the refuse was 
rendering services to the plaintiff, and that, as these services 
were included in the rent, these services constituted “ attendance ” 
within the section. Those who had taken the view that something 
more than the mere carrying up of coals or the removal of refuse 
was necessary to constitute “‘ attendance” based their view 
primarily upon two grounds. They, first of all, prayed in aid 
the “ejusdem generis” rule, which may be expressed thus : 
““ When two or more words susceptible of analogous meaning are 
coupled together, they are understood to be used in their cognate 
sense ’’: cf. Maxwell on the Interpretation of Statutes. What 
was said, therefore, was this. The word “ attendance ”’ is coupled 
in the Act with “ board ” and “ use of furniture.” These words 
clearly relate to something that is enjoyed by the tenant within 
the dwelling-house. “ Attendance ”’ is susceptible of an analogous 
meaning, and should be so limited. 

And that suggested limitation is supported by a second con- 
sideration. The phraseology of the Act in general suggests that 
the legislature was trying to use non-technical expressions— 
expressions which the layman could understand. [In dealing 
with what is, perhaps, the most technical branch of English law, 
namely, land tenure, it is not surprising that they were not 
altogether successful.] Now, “ attendance ”’ in the limited sense 
above indicated is clearly, it is submitted, what the layman 
would mean by attendance in ordinary conversation. If that be 
not the limitation, what is the distinction in principle between 
the provision of a man to carry up coals and the provision of a 
liftman, or a servant to clean the common staircase or passages 
of the flat, or, to take an extreme example, a gardener to look 
after the garden ? 

The number of tenants who will be excluded from the protection 
of the Act by this decision is so considerable that I have even 
heard it suggested that further legislation should be invited upon 
this point, but it would seem extremely unfortunate that the 
number of enactments upon this subject, already sufficiently 

complicated, should be added to, while it is still susceptible of 
argument, at any rate, that the existing legislation truly inter- 
preted is already adequate. Of course, so long as the decision in 
Nye v. Davis stands, that is the law. 
ARCHIBALD SAFFORD. 
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The Mandatory Injunction. 


Tue recent case of Sharp v. Harrison (1922, 1 Ch. 502) in which 
Astsury, J., refused to grant a mandatory injunction, calls to 
mind the great reluctance shown by the courts to depart from 
the prohibitive form of injunction, and to frame the injunction in 
the form of a mandatory order. It was the late Lord LinpLey, 
when Master of the Rolls, who took the bold step of ordering in 
direct terms that which the courts had up to then ordered in 
indirect terms. In the case of Jackson v. Normanby Brick 
Company (1899, 1 Ch. 438) the Court of Appeal created the 
precedent of the injunction drawn in the modern mandatory form 
as a direct order to do a specific act. “In future,” said Lord 





LinD.ey, “ it will be better for the court to say in plain terms 
what it means,” 





Lord ELpon was doubtful whether the court had jurisdiction to 
make such an order. He apparently had no doubt whatever as to 
the jurisdiction of the court to achieve the same object by a 
prohibitive injunction. ‘“ The injunction I shall order,” he said, 
in the case of Lane v. Newdigate (10 Ves. Jun. 192), “ will create 
the necessity of restoring the stop gates, . . . and he will find it 
difficult, I apprehend, to avoid completely repairing the works.” 
The bill in that case prayed that the defendant should be decreed 
to restore and repair the stop gate and works. So we see the 
ingenuity of the court exercised in devising a prohibitive 
injunction, the terms of which involved the doing of specific acts, 
because the court shrank from a direct order requiring the 
defendant to do those acts. 

These indirect injunctions were comparatively common. There 
was a trace of the court’s exercise of its powers to decree specific 
performance in these cases. Thus, in the case of Franklyn vy. 
Tuton (5 Madd. 469), a bill was filed to compel the defendant to 
alter the elevation of his house to accord with a covenant in his 
lease. Sir Joun Leacn made a decree in accordance with the 
prayer. This must have been an order to do specific acts. The 
case was heard in 1821. Eighty years previously Lord 
HarpwickeE had decreed that a wall erected by the defendant 
should be pulled down. In that case—Hast India Company v. 
Vincent (2 Atk. 83)—the specific performance aspect was entirely 
absent. One party had built on the other party’s land. There 
had been no agreement whatsoever, at any rate, as regards the 
building. Yet so late as 1832 Lord Broveuam, in the case of 
Blakemore v. Glamorganshire Canal Navigation (1 My. & K. 154), 
preferred to avoid the direct command. That was a nuisance 
case, so that the specific performance aspect was necessarily 
absent. There was some authority that the court could make a 
mandatory order in a nuisance case. In the report of the case of 
Coulson v. White (3 Atk. 21), it is stated that Lord Harpwicke 
laid it down that if a trespass continued so long as to become a 
nuisance the court would interfere and grant an injunction to 
restrain the defendant from committing it. Such an order might, 
of course, be drawn in the old form restraining the defendant 
from allowing the trespassing medium from remaining on the 
plaintiff's property. In the case of City of London v. Bolt (5 Ves. 
Jun. 129) Lord LovcHBoroven granted an injunction in a 
nuisance case, but he clearly made the decree in a negative form, 
and said, in effect, that he could do no more. The defendant had 
entered into occupation of certain unsafe buildings and had stored 
them with sugar. Two of the houses had fallen and the rest were 
in imminent danger of doing likewise. Yet the defendant con- 
tinued to put more sugar into the remaining houses. “I have 
no diffieulty in granting the injunction,” said his Lordship, “ but 
I can only order the injunction ; I cannot order anything to be 
done ; and it will be necessary to do more, such as shoring up the 
houses and removing the sugar.” 

In Blakemore v. Glamorganshire Canal Navigation (supra) Lord 
BroveGuaM, after dealing with the cases where injunctions had 
been granted in nuisance cases, and in particular where abatement 
had been decreed by injunctions in the negative form, expressed 
the view that the court had jurisdiction to frame such decrees 
in a direct mandatory form. He referred to what he called the 
roundabout mode of obtaining the object, and expressed his 
agreement with Lord LynpHurRstT that if the court had juris- 
diction it would be better to frame the order in a direct form, 
and also that the recourse to the roundabout mode of obtaining 
the object cast a doubt on the jurisdiction. In view of Lord 
Expon’s apparent refusal in the previous case of Lane v. 
Newdigate (swpra) to adopt the direct form, Lord BroueHas, in 
Blakemore v. Glamorganshire Canal Navigation (supra), refused to 
adopt the direct mandatory form. He would not admit that there 
was no jurisdiction to grant such an order, but he preferred not 
to exercise that jurisdiction, if that jurisdiction in fact existed. 
It is apparent that Lord BrovcHam had grave doubts as to the 
existence of such jurisdiction. 

Lord Epon, in Lane v. Newdigate (supra) was pressed by Sir 
Joun Romi.ty, counsel for the plaintiff, to make a mandatory 
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order on the ground that it was nothing more than Lord TauRLOW 
had done in the case of Robinson v. Lord Byron (1 Bro. C.C. 589), 
heard in 1785. But it is apparent on a perusal of the report 
that the latter case was obviously one for a prohibitive injunction. 
Lord Byron, to show his disapproval of the existence of a cotton 
mill further down the stream which passed through his own lands, 
operated certain sluices in a manner calculated to disturb the flow 
to the cotton mill. First, he shut the sluices so as to accumulate 
a great volume of water, thus depriving the mill of sufficient water, 
then he opened his sluices and let the whole pour down the stream 
to the great discomfort of the millowner. All that was required 
to prevent this practice was to restrain the defendant from pre- 
venting the water to flow in the same regular quantities as it had 
previously done. It would seem that Lord Byron with a view 
to facilitating and working this annoyance, had erected certain 
worksinthestream. Butitis obvious that an injunction restrain- 
ing him from interfering with the regular flow was all that was 
required. That was the injunction which the court granted. 
In Lane v. Newdigate (supra) the order sought was a direct order 
that repairs should be made in the works of the waterway, so 
that a proper flow should be maintained. This was an entirely 
different matter; and, as already pointed out, Lord Epon 
refused the direct order for repair, but framed the prohibitive 
injunction in such a form as to require the repairs to be made. 
It is a remarkable thing that the court should have been so 
slow in adopting the direct mandatory form. It is only a little 
more than twenty years that the court has in practice and as a 
matter of course—to use the words of Lord LinpLEY—said in 
plain terms what it means. But the cause of this reluctance must 
be looked for, as the foregoing observations suggest, in the peculiar 
diffidence which the court felt in making remedial orders where the 
case could not be based on the specific performance doctrine. 
Where it was a question of a breach of some agreement, the court 
showed comparative readiness to interfere by direct order on the 
footing that the court was really decreeing specific performance. 
In nuisance or trespass cases where no ground for the specific 


’ performance fiction could be found, ‘recourse was had to the 


roundabout mode of attaining the object. 








Insanity in Criminal Law and in 
Criminal Equity. 


Recent. events to which it is unnecessary to refer with more 

particularity have drawn aitention to certain problems of juris- 
prudence connected with ‘‘insanity’’ which have long been 
overdue for further consideration by the Legislature. Sir 
James Fitzjames Stephen, so long ago as 1883, expressed the 
opinion, in Chapter XIX of his ‘‘ History of the Criminal Law 
of England,’ that the rules as to the criminal responsibility of 
the insane are the most unsatisfactory portion of our juris- 
rudence. He intimated his own disagreement with the rules 
in MacNaghten’s Case (1843), i.e., the answers by the judges in 
the House of Lords to certain questions addressed to them by 
the Lord Chancellor after the acquittal of MacNaghten for the 
murder of Drummond, Reid’s private secretary. He also 
stated that he did not consider answers so given to be binding 
decisions: they are merely obiter dicta and set out only the 
opinions of the judges, but he added that neither he nor any 
other judge was likely to disregard them of his own authority. 
As a matter of fact, in the recent appeal of Ronald True the Court 
of Criminal Appeal has definitely affirmed these rules and 
accepted them as good law, so that—in the absence of a House 
of Lords decision—they must now be followed as such. 

Before discussing this question in a little more detail it is 
convenient to refer to a fertile source of confusion that arises 
in the public discussion of all such questions. When a person 
is indicted for any criminal offence, the question of his sanity 
or insanity may arise in three quite different ways. In the 
first place, he may be arraigned, allowed to plead, and duly tried 
by a jury. In such a case the jury have to consider solely, 
it is submitted, the issue whether the prisoner was guilty of the 
offence with which he is charged. His t may be negatived 
Br peoot that mens rea was absent, and one way in which its 
absence may be inferred is by ogg that he was insane at the 


date of the crime. If so, in the old days the jury found the 








prisoner, not guilty ; because he had no legal criminal intent 
at the date of the crime, and therefore was not in law guilty 
of it, although he had committed the physical acts which con- 
stituted it. Queen Victoria greatly objected to the verdict of 
** Not Guilty ”’ in the case of Maclean who had shot at her, and in 
consequence the Trial of Lunatics Act, 1883, altered the verdict to 
one of ‘ Guilty, but insane.’’ Whether this verdict amounts 
to one of ‘*‘ Guilty ” or ‘‘ Not Guilty ” has long been a subject 
of legal controversy, and the Court of Criminal Appeal has 
expressed opposite views on the matter in different cases. But 
the substantial point is that such a verdict is only applicable 
when the prisoner is found to have been insane—and therefore 
incapable of the essential element of mens rea—at the date of 
the criminal act. 

A second possibility, however, is this. The prisoner may be 
so obviously insane that when he is arraigned for the crime, 
he is clearly unable to plead. In such a case the judge will 
usually call the prison doctor and ask him whether or not the 
accused is now sane enough to understand that he is undergoing 
a criminal trial. If the prison doctor says that he is not, and 
there is no conflict of evidence, the jury will then be asked to 
try not the indictment, but the preliminary issue whether 
or not the any is fit to plead. If they find he is unfit, then 
a verdict that he is ‘‘ unfit to plead ”’ is entered on the record, 
and the indictment is not proceeded with. If the jury refuse 
so to find, then the trial proceeds on the indictment and no 
further question of the prisoner’s sanity at the date of the trial 
can be raised ; a plea of ‘‘ Not Guilty ” is formally entered, and 
this plea alone can be tried. The jury, of course, in such a 
case can still find that the prisoner was not .ane at the date of the 
offence. As a matter of fact, it is not usual{to adopt this pro- 
cedure—trying the issue of fitness to plead—unless both the 
prosecution and the defence assent to it. If the prosecution 
deny insanity, or if the defence deny that the prisoner committed 
the alleged crime at all, then it is usual to enter a formal plea 
of ‘* Not Guilty,’’ and proceed with the trial in the usual way. 
In such a case, however, the jury would appear to have two 
alternatives ; they may either return a verdict on the indictment, 
or they may intimate that they find the prisoner ‘‘ unfit to plead.”’ 

A third possibility, however, is that the question of sanity 
may be raised in another way. Supposing the prison doctor 
at any stage of the case is satisfied that the prisoner is ‘‘ certifiably 
insane,’”’ i.e., a lunatic within the meaning of the Lunacy Act, 
1890,—-which appears to mean a lunatic in the medical sense, 
and not in the legal sense when used for avoiding criminal 
responsibility in accordance with MacNaghten’s Case—then a 
question of procedure of some difficulty arises. The prison 
authorities cannot withhold the prisoner for trial merely on 
this account : they must deliver up his body for trial in accord- 
ance with the warrant of commitment. The Home Secretary, 
however, can probably authorise the removal of the prisoner 
before trial to a lunatic asylum, and his order might be a 
sufficient answer to a failure to deliver up the prisoner at the 
trial; but such a procedure is of doubtful legality and he 
inconvenient. The Attorney-General might also enter a nol 
prosequi, but this is unusual. In such a case it would be more 
usual for the prison doctor to attend at the trial and offer evidence 
of unfitness to plead. 

Supposing, however, a prisoner has been duly convicted and 
sentenced, either to imprisonment or to death, or to any other 

unishment, without the question of his sanity being disposed of 
in his favour, either before the trial judge or in the Court of 
Criminal Appeal, the issue of insanity may sfill arise after verdict. 
For the prison doctor may at any time come to the conclusion 
that the prisoner is insane at that date, and may issue his certificate 
accordingly. In that case, if the prisoner is undergoing imprison- 
ment, he will be removed to a criminal lunatic asylum. If, on 
the other hand, he is awaiting execution, the Home Secretary 
is bound by statute, the Criminal Lunatics Act, 1884, to appoint 
two or more medica! practitioners to examine himas to his sanity. 
If they certify him insane the Home Secretary may, if he thinks 
fit, make an order removing him to a criminal lunatic asylum. 
Such an order, it is submitted, although there is no authority on 
the point, would automatically stay the execution unless and 
until the prisoner was certified sane again. But in practice a 
respite, followed by a reprieve, is always granted in such cases. 

Seem the foregoing, it will be seen that the question of insanity 
may arise in connection with the prisoner’s state of mind at three 
different periods, namely, (1) the moment of the crime, (2) the 
moment of his arraignment, and (3) any moment subsequent to 
the verdict. The curious thing is that the test of sanity appears 
to be a different one in the three cases. In (1) the harsh, and, 
from the standpoint of medical jurisprudence, quite indefensible, 
rule laid down in MacNaghten’s Case, is the test, namely, whether 
the prisoner is aware of the nature, quality and wrongness 
(legal or moral) of his act. No question of “ uncontrollable 
impulse ”’ or ‘“‘ moral mania” or even of ‘ moral imbecility ”’ 
can be raised in such a case. In (2) the question is a simple one, 
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trial. But in (3) the question appears to be a medical one, 
namely, whether the prisoner has any form of insanity for which 
a medical man would certify him insane in accordance with the 
provisions of the Lunacy Act, or possibly of the Mental Deficiency 
Act, 1913. Obviously, there is an enormous difference between 
the tests which will be applied in (1) and in (3). 

The practical result, then, is a curious kind of revival of the old 
quarrel between Common Law and Equity, in which Equity 
ultimately, but by devious routes, managed usually to prevail. 
Here there is a conflict between the rigid rules of the Criminal Law 
and the milder rules of the Lunacy Laws—between what are 
popularly, but inaccurately, called the “ legal ” and the medical 
view, for both are equally ‘‘ legal ’’ views. In the courts, at the 
trial and in the Court of Criminal Appeal, the hard test of the 
Criminal Law prevails; and it must be admitted that it is in 
harmony with our present very unenlightened lay opinion. But 
in prison, provided only the issue can be raised, the milder and 
more enlightened test of the Lunacy Law prevails; that is to 
say, the question is whether the prisoner is ‘‘ certifiably ’’ insane, 
which seems to mean “ insane in the views of the duly instructed 
medical expert.’”” The latter point of view shares’ the 
characteristics of ‘‘ Equity”: it is enlightened and progressive. 
It gets rid of the harsher application of the old Common Law rule. 
But it can be put into operation, in practice, only if the prison 
doctor takes the necessary preliminary steps, and if the Home 
Secretary is “ satisfied ’’ that an issue of sanity arises, so that he 
appoints a committee of experts in accordance with the statute. 
Therefore, one cannot always be certain that it will be put into 
force. 

As a matter of fact, this ultimate prevalence of the medical 
test has been recognized by the Court of Criminal Appeal in a 
very curious and unexpected way. It has steadily refused to 
decide on appeal the issue of fact (as distinct from any issue of 
law) as to whether or not the prisoner should have been found 
insane by the trial jury ; and it invariably gives as its reason for 
so refusing the superior competence of the Home Office, with its 
array of experts, to decide such an issue. By thus inviting 
Home Office interference it is unconsciously and unintentionally 
declaring that the appeal or the “ fact ’’ of “‘ insanity ’’ must be 
to a tribunal of Criminal Equity, and not to one of Criminal 
Common Law. Some judges, indeed, have not liked this 
reference to the Home Office, just as some Common Law judges 
fought against the supremacy of Equity. 








Res Judicate. 


Disclosure of Secret Trade Formule. 
(In re Keene, 38 T.L.R. 663, C.A.) 


An interesting point of bankruptcy practice came before 
Mr. Justice Astbury, and eventually the Court of Appeal, in 
Re Keene (supra). Here a bankrupt had refused to disclose to 
his trustee in bankruptcy the secret unwritten formule for 
articles which he had manufactured in his business. He con- 
tended that such formule are a part of his personal skill or 
knowledge, and that this is not part of the property which under 
the Bankruptcy Acts is transferred to his creditors ; there were 
other objections to the disclosure, but this was the only one 
raising a question of principle in bankruptcy practice. The 
trustee, in fact, wanted the formule, because with their possession 
he could sell the business, without them he could not obtain an 
offer for the assets as a going concern. The Court of Appeal 
decided the matter on a very simple ground. Suppose the 
formule, although secret, had been reduced to writing, it is well- 
settled that such a document is part of the property divisible 
among the creditors. To write down the formule involves no 
personal skill; it is precisely analogous to the signature of 
documents necessary to assign property. Therefore the bankrupt 
can be ordered by the court to write down the secret formule in 
order that a written document containing them can be included 
among his business assets. 


The Propriety of Interrogatories. 
(The Shropshire, 38 T.L.R. 667, C.A.) 


At present the whole practice as to the admissibility of inter- 
rogatories is in much the same state as were the principles of 
Equity in the days when the length of the Chancellor’s foot was 
the determining factor. No one quite knows what sort of inter- 
rogatories, of a novel kind not covered by authority, the courts 
will allow to pass. Therefore every decided case involving a new 
form of words is of real importance to the practitioner. The 
Shropshire is the latest of such cases. Here ship repairers were 


being sued by the owners of the ship for damage resulting from 
fire alleged to have been caused by their negligence. The 








plaintiffs included amongst their interrogatories this somewhat 
extraordinary question: ‘‘ What do you say was the cause of the 
said fire ?’’ Now it is for the plaintiffs to prove negligence, not 
for the defendants to show a cause for the fire other than their 
own negligence; and this interrogatory tries to throw upon 
them the burden of explaining the damage—an onus not cast 
onthem bylaw. Suchaninterrogatory is therefore objectionable, 
(1) on the ground that it attempts to force the defendants to 
prove something they are not in law bound to prove, (2) that it 
is asking for a reply on a matter of opinion, not one of fact, and 
(3) that it is too vague: The Radnorshire (5 P.D. 172), and 
Hooton v. Dalby (1907, 2 K.B. 18). The main objection was put 
in a nutshell by the late Lord Cozens-Hardy in Hooton v. Dalby 
(supra), when he held that an interrogatory is improper when— 
(1) it is no part of the plaintiff’s case, and (2) it does not disprove 
the defendant’s case. In fact, such an interrogatory is really 
irrelevant. True, such a question would be admissible in cross- 
examination of the defendants, but then cross-examination is 
directed to wider ends than the mere elucidation of the relevant 
facts. 








Reviews. 


Stephen’s Commentaries. 


SrerHen’s COMMENTARIES ON THE LAws oF ENGLAND. Seventeenth 
Edition. Thoroughly Revised and Modernized, and Brought down to 
the Present Time. Under the General Editorship of Epwarp Jen«s, 
M.A., D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. In Four Volumes. Vol. I, Introduction, 
by the General Editor. Public Law, by Parte Lanepon, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Vol. II, Law of Property, by Epwarp fJenxs. Vol. III, 
Obligations and Civil Procedure, by AnNotp D. McNatr, M.A., LL.M., 
Barrister-at-Law. Vol. IV, Crimes and Criminal Procedure, by V. R. M. 
Gattiz, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. £6 6s. net; 
Postage, 2s. 6d. 

The first edition of this work, which has long been the students’ general 
introduction to the law, was published from 1841 to 1845. The average 
age of an edition since then has been five years. The table at the beginning 
of the work from which we take this information does not give the names 
of the successive editors. The editor of the present edition, while retaining 
general superintendence and undertaking an important part of the task of 
revision, has had the assistance of a competent group of co-workers, to 
whom (differing from the last edition) responsibility has been freely dele- 
gated, and it has thus been possible to deal with the rearrangement and 
modernizing of the Commentaries in a very through manner. In one 
respect Mr. Jenks explains he has gone back to Blackstone, on whose classic 
volumes Judge Stephen based his work. The law is once again arranged 
in four books, one to each volume, instead of six books, divided among the 
four volumes. But while Blackstone’s arrangement has been preferred, 
there has been no attempt to preserve the continuity of the work by distin- 
guishing any passages which survive in substance or literally. While, says 
Mr. Jenks, the spirit of Blackstone still inspires the pages of the later work, 
and “ while many of the principles so lucidly enunciated by Blackstone 
still survive in English Law, there is hardly a page of Blackstone’s work 
which gould be adopted as a statement of existing law without serious 
modification.” Hence, in the task of bringing the work up to date, not only 
has a large part of the last edition of Stephen been re-written, but the 
phraseology of Blackstone has been re-cast in modern terms. We do not 
pretend to have compared the present work with Blackstone so as to ascer- 
tain whether Mr. Jenks’ fear that there may have been a deterioration in 
style is justified ; nor is this a matter of great importance. We may be 
sure that in the hands of Mr. Jenks and his co-workers, the work will be a 
very readable presentment of existing law, and the style of Blackstone 
may be left as one of the attractions to the student who consults tne original 
work. Indeed, Blackstone and the latest edition of Stephens are on quite 
different planes. One, as we have said, is a classic; read, perhaps, some- 
times for style, but oftener as the authentic record of the law of the eighteenth 
century ; the other gives us the law up to date. 

In pursuance of the same method of treatment Mr. Jenks has re-written 
the concluding chapter, ‘* The Rise, Progress and Development of the Laws 
of England.” Blackstone, who wrote before the real history of English law 
had begun to be studied, accepted the theories of Lord Coke—we are sorry 
to see Mr. Jenks using the expression “‘ Cokian theory’; but we have now 
the work of Sir Henry Maine, Associate Justice Holmes—not Chief Justice, 
as Mr. Jenks calls him—Maitland, and others, and a general survey of the 
rise and progress of English law is certainly a subject for modern treatment. 
A minor change is the abolition of the citation of authorities in the footnotes, 
and the substitution of the citation of the most useful cases in the text, 
with suggestions at the end of each chapter of books to be consulted for 
further information. 

The work opens with an Introduction by the General Editor in five 
sections—the Nature and Study of the Law, the Common Law, Statute Law, 
Equity, and the Arrangement of the work. In the section on Equity, 
an interesting reference is made to the dispute between Sir Edward Coke 
and Lord Ellesmere as to the rival claims of Common Law and Equity, 
a dispute which ended in 1616 with a Royal pronouncement anticipating 
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some 250 years the “ prevalence of equity ” under the Judicature Act, 
1873; and the development of equity and equity jurisdiction down to the 
mt day is traced. A different construction of the Judicature Acts 
night have abolished the distinction between legal and equitable estates ; 
but in fact it was perpetuated, and equitable estates received the statutory 
recognition which is to be given to them even more emphatically when the 
law of Property Bill becomes law. We are not sure, however, that Mr. Jenks 
in defining in three short rules the differences between equitable and common 
law rights does not understate the nature of equitable rights. His second rule 
is “ Equitable rights and remedies are enforceable only in the discretion 
of the court.” And he instances the equitable remedy of injunction. 
But there is no discretion in enforcing the equity of redemption—for all 
practical purposes it is a legal right: and, for that matter, the remedy by 
injunction is in the vast majority of cases on the same footing. 


It is, of course, impracticable for us to deal in any detail with the substance 

ofthe work. We have just referred to the Law of Property Bill. A glance 
at the Table of Contents to Vol. II (Law of Property) suggests the enormous 
change awaiting the next edition—or rather, we should say, the new matter 
which will have to be added; for the student will for a long time have the 
double task of learning both the old and the new. Chapter III “ Estates 
of Inheritance ” will have to treat for the one legal estate of inheritance— 
the fee simple; and other estates of inheritance and all freehold estates 
not of inheritance (Chapter IV), so far as they survive, will be equitable. 
But they will not all survive; dower and tenancy by the curtesy will have 
gone. Mortgages (Chapter VII) will be revolutionized, and the mortgagor 
as well as all his successive mortgagees will have legal estates. The rule in 
Shelley’s Case will have gone, and also legal tenancies incommon. Mr. Jenks 
advises the student who wishes to master the subject of Uses, to consult 
Sanders on Uses; but uses will have gone, and in any case the student 
can find all that is serviceable in more accessible books. Title by inheritance 
will have been fundamentally altered and Escheat will have gone, and of 
course, Copyholds. But this is not yet, and for the present the Law of 
Property is admirably stated in Mr. Jenks’ revision of Vol. II. In connection 
with the Settled Land Acts and the powers of a tenant for life, the solitary 
reference to Re Cornwallis West (1903, 2 Ch. 150) is a little surprising. 
We should have expected a reference to the much more important case of 
Re Constable’s Settled Estates (1919, 1 Ch. 178). And it is odd to find 
Title by Bankruptcy and Title by Will grouped in the same chapter, 
but this is because they apply to all kinds of property, and with so vast a 
subject as the Law of England there must be a limit to sub-division ; 
and, indeed, bankruptcy is only touched on here. It is dealt with fully 
in Vol. JJ] under Proceedings in Bankruptcy. Under Title by Bankruptcy 
in Vol. IV (just referred to) there are some suggestive remarks as to the 
effect of s. 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1914, which extended the doctrine 
of Cohen v. Mitchell (15 Q.B.D., 262) to real estate. In this volume the 
chapters on Death Duties and Registration of Deeds and Title have been 
revised respectively by Mr. H. O. Danckwerts and Mr. Stewart-Wallace 
(Lt.-Col.), an assistant registrar at the Land Registry, and the chapter on 
Covenants Running with the Land, which is a very useful statement of the 
subject, has been made the occasion for a summary of the doctrine of notice, 
in which the modern restrictions on the doctrine are pointed out. 
“Stephen’s’’ in its present form is a work both for students and 
practitioners. Indeed, the practitioner will wish he could be a student 
again to have time to read it with the attention it deserves. 





Indermaur’s Principles of the Common Law. 


IypERMAUR’s PRINCIPLES OF THE Common Law. Re-written by A. W. 
Wisnerez, M.A., LL.B., of Gray’s Inn and the Western Circuit, Barrister- 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 27s. 6d. net. 


This edition of “‘ Indermaur ’’ has been re-written. It therefore appears 
not as a new edition of a classic work, but as an independent treatise. 
The relationship is somewhat like that of Stephen’s Commentaries to 
the works of Blackstone, on which they were based. The competent hands 
of Mr. Wilshere have been entrusted with the task of putting old wine 
into new bottles, i.c., of adapting the lucid, but somewhat old-fashioned 
exposition of Mr. Indermaur to the needs of the present-day student. 
The most admirable of text-books grows out of date; for the ways of 
arranging a subject, the proportion of space equitably given to each 
detailed branch, the point of view with which judges nowadays approach 
principles of law—all these are not the same as they were half a century 
ago. There is a limit to the extent of patchwork and modern additions 
by which an old book, in each new edition, can be given the 
Verisimilitude of a modern one. At last the time comes when it is best 
to scrap the old matter and commence afresh. This is more or less 
the treatment which Mr. Wilshere has accorded to Indermaur. How 
far it is justified can only be solved by experiment: will the new work 
se as satisfactory to students who use it as the old certainly did? Mr. 

ilshere’s re-arrangement, apart from additions and re-statement of rules 
nd principles, takes the form of dividing “Contracts” into Part I and 
Part II, the former dealing with ‘“‘ General Principles,” the latter with 
“Particular Contracts,” and in expanding a chapter on “ Evidence ” into 
Sseparate Part of the work. All is done carefully and thoroughly, and the 
book has been brought up to date both as regards new statutes and new 
Cases, 


Books of the Week. 


Compensation.—A Treatise on the Principles of The Law of Compensa- 
tion, By C. A. Cripps, M.A., B.C.L. (now Lord Parmoor), K.C. 6th 
edition. By Ausrey T. Lawrence, M.A., &c., and R. Srarrorp Crires, 
Barristers-at-Law. Stevens & Sons Ltd. 35s. net. 


Sale of Land.—Elements of the Law Relating to Vendors and 
Purchasers. By Davin Bowen, F.G.S., M.I.Min.E., Barrister-at-Law. 
College of Estate Management Series. The Estates Gazette Ltd. 


Companies.—Handbook on the Formation, Management and Winding 
Up of Joint Stock Companies. By Sir Francis Gorr-Brownz, M.A., K.C. 
35th edition. Jordan & Sons Ltd. 145s. net, post free, 16s. 


Local Government.—Local Government, 1921, comprising Statutes, 
Orders, Forms, Cases and Decisions of the Ministry of Health. By 
ALEXANDER MAcmorRAN, M.A., K.C. Butterworth & Co. Shaw & Sons Ltd. 


Stephen’s Commentaries.—Gibson’s Guide to Stephen’s Commentaries 
on the Laws of England, 15th edition (constituting a guide to the 1 7th edition 
of the Commentaries). By ArrHurR WeLpon, H. Grsson Rivinaron, M.A. 
(Oxon), and A, Ciirrorp Fountatne, Solicitors. The ‘‘ Law Notes” 
Publishing Offices. 

Biography.—Isaac Greene, a Lancashire Lawyer of the 18th century, 
with the Diary of Ireland Greene (Mrs. Ircland Blackburne, of Hale), 

748-9. By Ronaup Stewart-Browy, M.A., F.S.A., with three portraits. 
Only 250 copies. Printed privately. 20, Castle-st., Liverpool. 6s, 6d. net. 








Correspondence. 
Ex parte Applications. 


[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.]} 


Dear Sir,—With reference to the article in to-day’s Soticrror’s JOURNAL 
under Current Topics, headed ‘“‘ The Enforcement of Overseas Judgments ”’ 
ex parte applications are so commonly made without Summons, Motion or 
Petition that it puzzles one acquainted with the practice to know why 
the direction that applications for registering Judgments under the Act 
should not be understood. 

Examples of applications which are made in the King’s Bench Division 
without Summons, Motion or Petition are— 

For leave to issue Writ for service out of the jurisdiction ; 
Garnishee Orders Nisi ; 

Appointment of Receiver by way of equitable execution ; 
Substituted Service of Writ ; 

To extend time for registration of a Bill of Sale. 

There are many others which will occur to a practitioner. 

A. LINTUWAITE, 
61, Cheapside, E.C.2. 
10th June, 1922. 


[We are obliged for the correction. We were quite aware that the 
remark which has elicited Mr, Linthwaite’s criticism was a hazardous one, 
but its production of this letter showg that it was useful. But, of course, 
in some of his instances there are proceedings pending which have been 
regularly begun by writ or otherwise, and the writ or other originating 
process can be produced to the Judge or Master. What we did not quite 
understand was how you approach the court with nothing to show the 
ground or nature of the application. But our experience is very limited 
compared to that of our correspondent.—Ed. 8. J.]. 








An Exchange Telegraph Company’s message from New York of 13th June, 
says : Mr. Horace Everett Hooper, proprietor of the “ Encyclopedia Brit- 
annica,” has died at Bedford Hills, New York, at the age of 62. Mr. Horace 
Everett Hooper, says The Times, was a man of great energy who, in con- 
junction with Mr. Walter Jackson, had built up a large and profitable 
business as book salesmen in the United States before coming to London 
in the early years of the present century. The firm had acquired from 
Messrs. A. and C. Black the right of republishing the ninth edition of the 
“Encyclopedia Britannica.”” By arrangement, the reissue was made 
through The Times, and was followed by the issue, in 1902-3, of supplement- 
ary volumes. In 1905, at Mr. Hooper's suggestion, The Times Book 
Club was founded. Meanwhile, the preparation of an eleventh edition 
of the “Encyclopedia Britannica’? had been begun, with Mr. Hugh 
Chisholm as editor. At first this enterprise was also undertaken in con- 
nection with The Times, but in 1909 this connection ceased, and the eleventh 
edition of the “ Encyclopedia’ appeared in 1910-11 as the copyright 
of Cambridge University. Throughout its preparation Mr. Hooper took 
the liveliest interest in its progress, and gave every assistance in seeing 
that no financial obstacles were placed in the way of the editorial staff. 
Indeed, over £300,000 was spent on the preparation of the edition before 
its issue. Recently additional volumes of the “ Encyclopedia,” covering 
the period 1920-1921, were prepared under Mr. Chisholm’s editorship, 
and in this enterprise, also, Mr. Hooper took the greatest interest as well 





as financial responsibility. 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


RUTTER v. PALMER. No.2. 31st March. 


Barton anp Battee—Moror-car—BalLMENtT FoR REwAarD—Deposit 
ror Sate on Commission—ConpitTions—“ CustomERs’ soLE Risk ”"— 
NEGLIGENCE oF Baiter’s Servant—Liasitity or Baree—ErFrrxor 
or Exemption CLAUSE. 


The respondent, who owned a motor-car which he was desirous of selling, 
placed the same with the appellant, a motor-car dealer and garage proprietor, 
to be sold by the appellant on commission for the respondent. The agreement 
under which the motor-car was deposited with the appellant contained, among 
other conditions, the following clause : ‘‘ Customers’ cars are driven by your 
staff at customers’ sole risk.”” While the motor-car was in the appellant’s 
custody under the agreement, it was damaged owing to the negligence of a 
skilled driver employed by the appellant. The accident causing the damage 
occurred while the motor-car was being driven to show it to a potential purchaser. 


Held, that the above clause protected the appellant from any liability for 
the negligence of his servant, the driver. 


Appeal from a judgment of Lord Trevethin, L.C.J., in a non-jury action. 
The plaintiff (the respondent) was the owner of a four-seater motor-car, 
and the defendant (the appellant) was a motor-car dealer and had « garage 
at Tooting where he carried on business. The plaintiff claimed damages 
from the defendant for injuries done to the plaintiff's motor-car owing to 
the negligence of the defendant’s servant, while the motor-car was in the 
defendant's custody for sale on commission for the plaintiff. In February, 
1920, the plaintiff deposited the motor-car with the defendant, with 
instructions to sell it on commission. The terms on which the 
motor-car was deposited with the defendant were contained in a 
deposit note signed by the plaintiff and addressed to the defendant 
requesting him to receive the motor-car for the purposes and subject 
to the conditions stated in the document, which included the following 
two clauses which were relied on by the defendant as exempting 
him from liability for the negligence (if any) of his servant: “ Unless 
you give a receipt for the goods stating the same to have been 
delivered to you in perfect condition in every respect, you will not 
be responsible for any damage whatever to the goods whilst in your 
possession. . . .”’ ‘Customers’ cars are drivon by your staff at customers’ 
sole risk.” The facts relating to the accident which gave rise to the claim 
were that on 10th February, 1920, at about 5.30 p.m. the motor-car was 
sent out by the defendant in charge of a driver to be shown to a prospective 
purchaser. The motor-car was fitted with smooth tyres, and was being 
driven along a road where there were two sets of tramlines. The streets 
were slippery and the car was being driven at an unreasonably fast speed. 
After passing over a bridge there was an incline and a bend in the road, 
and the motor-car skidded along the tram-lines and came into violent 
collision with an electric standard belonging to the London United Tram- 
ways Co. and the car and the electric standard were both seriously damaged, 
The plaintiff claimed damages. The defendant denied negligence and pl aded 
that the car was being driven at the plaintiff's sole risk. Lord Trevethin, 
L.C.J., held that the car was damaged by the negligence of the defendant's 
driver, and held further that the clause in the contract stipulating that 
customers’ cars were driven at customers’ sole risk did not operate to 
exempt the defendant from liability for the negligence of his driver. He 
therefore gave judgment for the plaintiff. The defendant appealed. 
It was contended that in the circumstances the words “ at customers’ 
sole risk "’ in the clause had the effect of freeing the defendant from liability 
for the negligence of his drivers, as the defendant's liability could 
spring from one source only, namely, from the negligence of himself or 
of his servants, and that therefore the words in the clause in question would 
be of no effect unless they exempted the defendant from that liability. On 
the other hand, it was contended that the words in question were not 
sufficiently plain or unambiguous to relieve the defendant from liability 
for the negligence of his servants. 

Bankes, L.J., in the course of his judgment, said that the question 
raised was with regard to the true construction of an owner's risk clause 
in @ garage proprietor’s contract. A contract relating to the driving ofa 
motor-car was a contract of a special kind and was distinguishable from 
a contract of carriage by a railway company or a common carrier. A 
common carrier was liable for the acts of his servants whether they were 
negligent or not. But an ordinary bailee for work and labour was not 
liable for the acts of his servants unless they were negligent, and words 
which would suffice to protect the common carrier from liability for acts 
properly done by his servants in the course of their employment might 
not suffice to protect him from their negligent acts. But where words 
had been used in a condition which applied to the acts of the bailee’s 
servants, the words would cover negligent acts, because otherwise they 
would have no effect. The contract in question here was a garage pro- 
prietor’s contract which contained a number of printed conditions on which 
the proprietor agreed to receive goods. His lordship referred to the above 
clauses and said no doubt the words “ your staff’ means “ your regular 
driving staff.” If the clause was not introduced to protect the garage 
proprietor from negligence, it was hard to see what effect it had beyond 














being a mere statement of the general law. The principle of the carriers’ 
os L inapplicable to bailees of a motor-car and the appeal must be 
owed. 

Scruton, L.J., agreed. In construing the clause in question there 
were certain general rules which could ‘be applied. The defendant was 
not exempted from liability for the negligence of his servants unless adequate 
words were used. But before considering the exempting clause in question 
the liability of the defendant apart from the words of the clause should 
be ascertained, and if it was found that the only liability falling on the 
defendant, who claimed the protection of the clause, was a liability for 
negligence, he was likely to be protected by the clause. To induce a 
would-be buyer to buy the motor-car, a trial run might be necessary, 
and that involved the driving of the motor-car by the defendant’s servant 
or servants. The position of the defendant apart from the clause in 
question was that, if an accident happened to the motor-car without any 
negligence on his part or on that of his servant or servants, he would not 
be liable; but it would be otherwise if the accident occurred through his 
or his servants’ negligence. In these circumstances, the introduction of 
the clause in question meant that the defendant was to be free from liability 
for accidents due to the negligence of his servants, provided that the servant 
in charge of the motor-car at the time of the accident was a skilled driver, 
and the motor-car was being driven for the purpose of the bailment, namely, 
to effect a sale. The exempting clause was quite clear and unambiguous 
and the appeal must be allowed. 

Arkin, L.J., agreed. The clause containing the words “ customers’ 
sole risk’ was aimed particularly at the particular risk (a special one) 
inourred by the appellant when a customer’s motor-car was being driven 
by the appellant’s servants for the purpose of the bailment. That risk 
was the risk of liability for the negligence of his servants, and the effect of 
the exempting clause was that that risk should be thrown on the owner 
of the motor-car. Appeal allowed.—CounsEL: Croom-Johnson, for the 
appellant; W. Shakespeare and Montague Berryman for the respondent, 
Souicrrors: Taylor, Willcocks & Co. ; F. J. Berryman. 


[Reported by T. W. MorGav, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court.—Chancery Division. 


FOWLER v. WILLIS. Sargant, J. 25th May. 


VENDOR AND PurcnaseR—LEASE—OprtTION TO TENANT TO PURCHASE 
rrom LANDLORD—“ ALL THE Estate INTEREST AND T1TLE’’—PRorEeRTY 
SUBJECT TO MORTGAGE. 


A lease contained an option to the tenants to purchase ‘‘ all the estate interest 
and title”? of the landlord for a certain price. The tenants exercised the 
option, and subsequently discovered that the premises were subject to a mortgage 
anterior to the date of the lease. 


Held, that the tenants could not compel the landlord to redeem the mortgage 
and let them have the property freed therefrom for that price, but that the 
exercise of the option created a good and binding contract to buy the equity of 
redemption for that price. 


The view expressed in Williams on Vendor and Purchaser, 2nd Ed., at 
p. 646, adopted. 


This was an action claiming a declaration that it was the duty of the 
defendants to redeem the incumbrance on the property which the plaintiffs 
had corttracted to buy, and consequential relief including specific per- 
formance. The facts were as follows: On the 15th of April, 1920, the 
defendants by deed demised to the plaintiffs Roby Hall for three years, 
from the 24th of November, 1919, at the yearly rent of £140. The lease 
provided that the tenants should at any time during the term “ have the 
option of purchasing all the estate, interest and title which is at the date of 
these presents vested in the landlords in and to the freehold premises hereby 
demised and the fixtures and fittings at a price not exceeding £3,000."” On 
the 15th of April, 1921,'the plaintiffs’ solicitors, by letter, wrote exercising the 
option to purchase for £3,000, and enclosed a deposit of £300. When the 
abstract of title was delivered, the plaintiffs learned for the first time that 
the property was subject to a mortgage to a building society, created by 4 
deed dated the 22nd February, 1910, on which a sum of £500 remained due 
at the date of the lease, and was still due. They thereupon demanded of 
the defendants that they should perfect their title by redeeming the mort- 
gage, but the defendants declined to do so, and contended that the contract 
created by the exercise of the option was to buy the equity of redemption, 
that is to say, the property, subject to the mortgage existing upon it. 
They refused to redeem the mortgage, but were willing to release the 
plaintiffs altogether from their contract. 

Sarcant, J., after stating the facts, said : The question here is what was 
the property contracted to be sold. The matter really turns upon two 
questions. First, what is the estate, interest and title of the mortgagees ? 
Admittedly, it is the legal fee simple, subject to the landlords’ equity of 
redemption. Secondly, what is the estate, interest and title of the landlords? 
Clearly it is the equity of redemption in the premises subject to the mortgage. 
Now the option is for the purchase of “all the estate, interest and title,’ 
which is vested in the landlords at the date of the lease, and the result of 
its exercise is that the tenants have agreed to purchase for £3,000 the equity 
of redemption subject to the mortgage. The landlords are not here seeking 
to compel the tenants to complete a contract entered into by them im 
ignorance of the mortgage. ey have offered to release them. The 
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question is whether the tenants can compel the landlords to sell the unen- 
cumbered fee simple for £3,000. Apart from authority I should have said 
that all the tenants were entitled to was the actual interest held by the 
landlords. I am glad to find the same view expressed in Williams on 
Vendor and Purchaser, 2nd Ed., p. 646. As the plaintiffs do not desire 
to be relieved of their contract, I will declare that there is a valid contract 
for the sale of the equity of redemption, and decree specific performance. 
—CounsEL: Alexander Grant, K.C., and Jolly; Galbraith, K.C., and G. D. 
Johnston. Soxicrrors: Milner & Bickford, for Thomas Gee & Co., 
Newcastle-on-Tyne ; Worthingion-Evans, Dauney & Co., for Mather and 
Dickinson, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


In re JOWITT; JOWITT v. KEELING. 
P. O. Lawrence, J. 12th, 16th and 24th May. 


Witt—ConstRucTION—APPORTIONMENT—ANNUITANT AND RESIDUARY 
LeGaTEES—ARREARS OF ANNUITY—ANNUITANT DeceaseD—INTERIM 
DivipenpD—APPORTIONMENT Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict., c. 35), ss. 2 and 5. 


In order to bring a payment made by a company to its shareholders out of 
revenue within the Apportionment Act, 1870, so as to render it apportionable, 
although it is not necessary that the payment should be periodical, it is essential 
that it should be declared in respect of a definite period. 


In re Griffiths (12 Ch. D. 655) distinguished. 


This was a summons to determine whether a certain sum which was paid 
to the trustees of the will of the testator in respect of shares in a company 
forming part of the testator’s estate was, by virtue of the Apportionment 
Act, 1870, apportionable between the estate of the testator’s widow, now 
deceased, in respect of arrears of her annuity and the residuary legatees 
under the trusts of his will, or was all distributable among such residuary 
legatees. The testator, who died in 1914, left a life annuity of £1,500 per 
annum to his wife, and his residuary estate among his three sons equally. 
The annuity was paid down to November, 1920, and the annuitant died 
in March, 1921, and at her death there were arrears of the annuity owing to 
her estate. The Articles of Association of the company provided that 
all monzys received by the company in respect of certain policies of 
assurance therein mentioned should as and when received belong exclusively 
to the holders for the time being of the first 200,000 ordinary shares issued 
on the formation of the company, and that such policy moneys should, 
within seven days after receipt thereof by the company or as soon thereafter 
as the profits of the company should permit, be distributed amongst such 


_ holders of the 200,000 snares in proportion to the number of such shares 


held by them respectively, and another Article provided that no dividend 
should be paid otherwise than out of the profits arising from the business 
of the company. In respect of the financial year November, 1920, to 
November, 1921, an interim dividend of 5 per cent. was declared by the 
company on 15th June for the first six months. On 15th October, 1921, the 
sum of £25,000 was received by the company in respect of two of the policies 
referred to in Article 3, and on 4th November, 1921, a resolution was passed 
that that sum should be distributed by way of “ further interim ”’ dividend, 
and that in accordance with Article 3 such dividend should be paid pro rata 
to the shareholders for the time being of the first 200,000 ordinary shares 
of the company, and accordingly a sum was paid on that day to the trustees 
of the testator’s will as their proportion. In February a final dividend was 
declared in respect of the year ending 20th November, 1921, ‘‘ making 
with the interim dividend of 5 per cent. already paid, 10 per cent. for 
the year.” 

P. O. Lawrence, J., after stating the facts, and in the course of a 
considered judgment, said : In order to bring a payment made by acompany 
to its shareholders out of revenue within the Apportionment Act, 1870, 
so as to render it apportionable, although by virtue of s. 5 of that Act, 
as interpreted by Jessel, M.R., in In re Griffiths (supra), it is not necessary 
that the payment should be periodical in the sense that it must be one that 
is usually made at recurring intervals, yet it is essential that such payment 
shall be declared in respect of some definite period. If it were otherwise, 
it is difficult to see how it could be considered as accruing from day to day. 
The word “further ”’ in the resolution of 4th November, 1921, is meant 
to denote merely that that dividend is another interim dividend besides 
the one declared on 15th June, and it does not mean that the interim 
dividend of 4th November is to be added to the 15th June dividend so as to 
make it a dividend declared in respect of the period ending 20th May, 1921. 
The word “interim ”’ in the resolution of 4th November, 1921, is not used 
in order to define the period in respect of which the payment of £25,000 
was made, but is used merely for the purpose of referring to the time at 
and the manner in which the dividend was declared, namely at some date 
between the ordinary general meetings of the company. That resolution 
does not contain a reference to any period in respect of which the payment 
of the £25,000 was made, as the resolution of 15th June, 1921, did; and the 
resolution of 10th February, 1922, by which the final dividend of 5 per cent. 
Was declared in respect of the year ending 20th November, 1921, expressly 
states that it made up, with the interim dividend previously declared on 
15th June, a dividend of 10 per cent. for the financial year. I distinguish 
In re Griffiths (supra) on the ground that there the sum divided, which 
consisted of surplus profits, is expressed to be in respect of a deferred period 
of five years, and I hold that for the reasons above mentioned, and also 


tere, regard to the nature and origin of the sum distributable, and to the 
speci 


rights in respect thereof under Article 3, the payment is not 











made in respect of a particular period so as to bring it within the scope 
of the Act with the consequence that the whole of the £1,435 belongs to the 
residuary legatees.—Counsest : Lionel Cohen ; Topham, K.C. ; F. D. Morton. 
Sortcrrors: T'rower, Still, Parker & Keeling. 


[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


MALONE v. POWELL. 27th April. 


Gaminc—Bertina Losses pAiIp By CuEque—Mope or PayMBNT BY 
DrRawkE OF Bets won BY DrawgR—Drawer’s CHEQUBS RETURNED 
BY Drawre—Gamina Act, 1835 (5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 41), s. 2. 


Certain cheques were paid to a bookmaker in respect of betting lossea incurred 
by the drawer of the cheques. The bookmaker returned some of the cheques to 
the drawer in settlement of a sum due from him to the drawer in respect of 
certain bets which the drawer had won from him. 

Held, that the bookmaker, by his conduct in returning the cheques to the 
drawer, did not ‘* actually pay’’ the money and was not entitled under s. 2 
of the Gaming Act, 1835, to deduct the amount which he had thus purported 
to nay to the drawer from the amount recoverable from him by the drawer under 
that section. 


Darling, J. 


The plaintiff in this action made bets with the defendant, who was a 
bookmaker, and he sometimes won and sometimes lost in these transactions. 
The plaintiff commenced this action for the recovery of approximately 
£250, paid by him by cheque to the defendant in respect of betting losses. 
The defendant counter-claimed for a sum credited by him to the plaintiff 
in respect of bets won by the latter. The defendant had returned to the 
plaintiff, in satisfaction of what was due to him, some of the cheques drawn 
by the plaintiff, and had credited him in his books with the value of the 
amount so returned. It was contended that the defendant was entitled 
to deduct from the total amount paid to him by the plaintiff the value of 
the sum which he had credited to the plaintiff. By s. 2 of the Gaming 
Act, 1835, it is provided : *‘ In case any person shall, after the passing of 
this Act, make, draw, give, or execute any note, bill, or mortgage for any 
consideration on account of which the same is,’’ by certain statutes thorein 
specified, ‘‘ declared to be void, and such person shall actually pay to any 
endorsee, holder, or assignee of such note, bill, or mortgage, the amount 
of the money thereby secured, or any part thereof, such money so paid 
shall be deemed and taken to have been paid for and on account of the 
person to whom such note, bill, or mortgage was originally given upon 
such illegal consideration as aforesaid, and shall be deemed and taken to 
be a debt due and owing from such last-named person to the person who 
shall so have paid such money, and shall accordingly be recoverable by 
action at law in any of His Majesty’s courts of record.” 

Daruine, J., in delivering judgment, said that it appeared to him that 
the words of the statute were intentionally definite. It was thereby 
enacted that the cheque should be actually paid, and in his view the conduct 
of the defendant in crediting the account of the plaintiff with the amount 
was not the same thing as actually paying the cheque. There must be 
judgment for the plaintiff for the amount of his claim, and also judgment 
for him on the counter-claim.—Counse.: J. B. Melville; F. J. Powell. 
Sonicrrors: H. P. Gisborne for Carraand Sandelson, Leeds ; Emmett & Co., 
for A. E. Walster, York. 

[Reported by J. L. Denison, Barrister-at-Law.) 


BARBER & SONS v. RIGLEY. Darling, J. 16th May. 


BANKRUPTCY—PURCHASE OF SHARES BY STocKBROKER—BANKRUPTCY 
or Broker—TRANSFER OF SHARES—PROPERTY HELD BY BANKRUPT 
on Trust—Banxruptcy Act, 1914 (4 & 5 Geo. 5, c. 59), 8. 38. 


A instructed his broker to purchase on his behalf 200 shares in a company. 
The broker instructed a firm of brokers to effect the purchase. The firm duly 
purchased the shares and sent a transfer of the shares to the broker, prepared 
in the name of A. The broker had in the meantime filed his petition in bank- 
ruptcy and the tranafer passed to the Official Receiver and from him to the 
trustee in bankruptcy of the broker. It was claimed by the firm and also by A. 


Held, that it was ‘‘ property held by the bankrupt on trust”? within the 
exception contained in 8. 38 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1914, and that it must be 
handed over to A. 


In March, 1921, the defendant, Mr. A. S. Rigley, being desirous of pur- 
chasing 200 shares in a company instructed Mr. F. Heald, a stockbroker, 
to purchase the shares on his behalf. Mr. Heald, in turn, instructed Messrs. 
Barber & Sons, a firm of stockbrokers, to carry out the transaction. The 
shares were duly purchased, the purchase money was paid to Mr. Heald, 
and a certified transfer was, on his instructions, prepared in the name of 
Mr. Rigley, and forwarded to him (Mr. Heald). On the morning of the 
date on which the transfer was forwarded to him, Mr. Heald had filed his 
petition in bankruptcy. The transfer passed to the Official Receiver, 
who handed it over to the trustee in bankruptcy of Mr. Heald. It was 
claimed by both Messrs. Barber & Sons and Mr. Rigley, and this action 
was commenced by Messrs. Barber & Sons against Mr. Rigley and the 
trustee in bankruptcy to restrain the defendant from disposing of the 
shares or dealing with the transfer, and for an order for delivery up to the 
plaintiffs of the shares and transfer. The trustee retained the transfer 
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pending the result of the action. It was contended on behalf of Mr. Rigley 
that the transaction was outside the bankruptcy and that the transfer 
was property held by the bankrupt on trust for another person within 
the terms of s. 38 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1914, and was not divisible 
amongst the creditors. Bys.38 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1914, it is provided : 
“The property of the bankrupt divisible amongst his creditors . . . shall 
not comprise the following particulars: (1) Property held by the bankrupt 
on trust for any other person . . .”’ 

DarwinG, J., in delivering judgment, said that, the facts being admitted, 
he found, as a result of the arguments addressed to him, that the transfer 
was trust property and that it did not pass to the trustee in bankruptcy 
but must be delivered by him to Mr. Rigley.—Counset : Compston, K.C., 
and P, Guedalla; Vachell, K.C., Wrottesley and Mr. E. C. Baggallay, 
K. Preedy. Souscrrors: Ellis, Bickersteth, Aglionby & Hazel, for Lucas & 
Lucas, Sheffield; Corbin, Greener & Cook, for Huntsman & Donaldson, 
Nottingham ; Peacock & Goddard, for Johnstone & Williams, Nottingham. 


[Reported by J. L. Dentson, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Probate, Divorce and Admiralty 
Division. 
IN THE ESTATE OF ROBERT McLAUGHLIN, Deceased. 
Hill J. 9th and llth May. 


Witt—CotontaL ~=Propate—Grant TO CorPorRaTION—RESEALING— 
CoLoNIAL Prospates Act, 1892 (55 Vict., c. 6), s. 2—ADMINISTRATION 
or Justice Act, 1920 (10 & 11 Geo. 5, c. 81), 8. 17. 


The law does not now object to corporation-executors per se, and probate 
granted to a corporation in an oversea-Dominion may be resealed here, not- 
withstanding that the corporation has not its principal place of business in 
the United Kingdom, so as to be entitled to a grant under the Administration 
of Justice Act, 1920. 


This was a motion to reseal a Colonial grant of probate under the Colonial 
Probate Act, 1892 (55 Vict., c. 6), s. 2, and it raised a question as to the 
principles to be applied where the Colonial grant is made to persons or 
corporations not entitled to a grant by English law. The section provides— 
“* Where a court of probate in a British possession to which this Act applies 
has granted probate or letters of administration in respect of the estate 
of a deceased person, the probate or letters so granted may, on being produced 
to, and a copy thereof deposited with, a court of probate in the United 
Kingdom, be sealed with the seal of that court, and, thereupon, shall be 
of the like force and effect, and have the same operation in the United 
Kingdom, as if granted by that court.” On 6th January of this year the 
will dated 12th November, 1921, of Robert McLaughlin, late of Oshawa, 
Ontario (who died at Oshawa on 23rd November, 1921, being there 
domiciled), was proved in His Majesty's Surrogate Court of Ontario and 
administration of the property of the deceased was granted to the National 
Trust Company, Limited, and Elizabeth Ann Owens (both of Toronto, 
in Canada), the executors named in the will. The deceased left property 
in England, and papers were duly lodged in the Principal Probate Registry 
for the purpose of resealing the grant under the Colonial Probates Act, 
1892, and the solicitors for the applicants were informed that the papers 
were in order and that the grant would be resealed in due course. Subse- 
quently, however, the papers were returned to the solicitors with an 
intimation that the grant would not be resealed because one of the executors 
was a limited liability company having its offices in Canada. The executors 
then moved for an order that the grant might be sealed to them under the 
Colonial Probates Act, 1892. At the hearing on 9th May, Mr. Justice Hill 
said that the decision of the point might entail an alteration of the practice 
of the court as laid down in Tristram and Coote’s Probate Practice at 
p- 262, where it is stated that in resealing Colonial grants, the practice is 
only to reseal such grants as would be made in England. He took time, 
therefore, to consider his judgment. 

Hut, J.: The deceased, who was apparently domiciled in Ontario, 
died, leaving a will. That will named as executors the National Trust 
Company, Limited, of Canada, and Elizabeth Ann Owens. A grant of 
probate was made by the Court of Ontario to these persons on 6th January 
of this year. The question is whether this Court should allow the sealing 
here of that grant of probate under the Colonial Probates Act, 1892. I have 
been referred to cases, such as In the goods of Earl (L.R., 1 P. and D. 450), 
which are not strictly in point. The present application is not for a grant 
of admininstration, with or without the will annexed, under s. 73 of the 
Court of Probate Act, 1857, to persons entitled to administer under the 
grant of a court of the country of the testator’s domicile. It is for the 
sealing of a grant of probate. If the sealing is allowed here under s. 2 of 
the Colonial Probates Act, 1892, then, by force of that section, the probate 
will be of the like force and effect, and have the same operation as if granted 
by the Courthere. The difficulty felt in the Registry is that it is contrary 
to the practice to seal here a grant of probate made by a court of probate 
in a British possession to which the Colonial Probates Act, 1892, has been 
applied in cases where the grantee is a person to whom an original grant 
would not be made here. Apart from the provisions of the Administration 
of Justice Act, 1920, s. 17, a grant of probate would not be made here to 
a corporation, That section applies only to corporations “ having their 
principal place of business in the United Kingdom,” and therefore does 


not apply to the present case. There is no doubt that it has not been the 





practice to seal a grant to a person to whom the original grant would not 
have been made. I am informed that this matter did come before the 
Court in 1912 in an unreported case of In the estate of Theodore Bruce, 
deceased. There an application to seal probate granted by the Supreme 
Court of South Australia to the Executor, Trustee and Agency Company of 
South Australia, Limited, was refused by the President, on the ground that 
the applicant was a corporation. Whatever objection in principle there 
formerly may have been to a grant of probate to a corporation, Parliament 
has, by the Administration of Justice Act, 1920, overruled it with regard 
to corporations having their principal place of business in the United 
Kingdom. Parliament went even further with regard to the sealing here 
of grants made in Scotland by the Confirmation of Executors (Scotland) 
Act, 1858; for in cases within s. 12 of that Act the sealing here is made 
obligatory, as is shown by the decision of the Court of Appeal in In the estate 
of Rankine (34 T. L. R. 294; 1918, P. 154.) Section 2 of the Colonial 
Probates Act, 1892, gives a discretion to the Court. In my view, it will 
simplify business and do no injury if I am guided by similar considerations 
to those pointed out in In the goods of Earl (supra), and if I recognize that 
the law does not object to corporation-executors per se. Instead of requiring 
the National Trust Company, Limited, to appoint a syndic and then making 
a grant of administration with the will annexed, I shall permit the sealing 
here of the probate granted in Ontario. The rules appear to me to provide 
for all the steps which ought to be taken with regard to such sealing, and 
no special dirsctions are necessary. But if they are, the matter can be 
mentioned again. Counsen: Cliffcrd Mortimer. Soutcrrors: Ince, Colt, 
Ince and Roscoe. 
(Reported by C. G. TaLBot-PonsonBy, Barrister-at-Law.] 





[Erratum.—Ante, p. 521. In Re A Debior: At end of the head note “and 
cannot be set aside’’ should read *‘ and will not necessarily be set aside.” 
And in the judgment of the Master of the Rolls, in line 11 (at end), 
«There ” should be ‘* Then.”’ 








In Parliament. 


House of Commons. 


Questions. 


INCOME TAX. 

Sir H. Nrexp (Ealing) asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer whether by 
Clause 13 (1) (c) of the Finance Bill it is his intention to secure that Income 
Tax, including Super-tax, under a disposition creating a life interest, or 
vesting at marriage or majority, and whether originating by settlement, 
will, or otherinstrument shall, during the infancy of a beneficiary, be charged 
upon the aggregate estate of the scttlor or testator ; why, if this be so, it is 
the intention to penalise these separate interests; and whether, having 
regard to the injustice such a provision will entail, he will reconsider the 
matter and withdraw the clause ? 

Sir R. Horne: Clause 13 (1) (c) of the Finance Bill provides in certain 
circumstances that income payable to or applicable for the benefit of a child 
under a disposition made by a parent of the child shall be regarded as the 
income of the parent for purposes of income tax (including super-tax) so 
long as the child is an infant and unmarried (that is, so long asit is the natural 
and propér duty of the parent to provide for the child), but only if the dis- 
position is made for a period less than the life of the child. The answer, 
therefore, to the first part of the question, if I have understood it aright, is 
in the negative, and the other parts of the question do not arise. 

(12th June.) 





Bills Presented. 


Wireless Telegraphy and Signalling Bill—‘‘to amend the Wireless 
Telegraphy Act, 1904, and to make further provision with respect to the 
regulation of wireless telegraphy and visual and sound signalling”: Mr. 
Kellaway. [Bill 148.] (13th June.) 





Bills in Progress. 

12th June. Allotments Bill [Lords] :—Read a Second time, and com- 
mitted to a Standing Committee. 

Guardianship, etc., of Infants Bill [Lords] :—Ordered, “ That so much ot 
the Lords Message [26th May] as communicates the Resolution * That it 
is desirable that the Guardianship, etc., of Infants Bill [Lords] be referred 
to a Joint Committee of both Houses of Parliament’ be now considered.” 
Resolved, “That this House doth concur with the Lords in the said 
Resolution.” 

British Nationality (Married Women) Bill :—Read a Second time, and 
committed to a Select Committee. 





The Royal Northern Hospital has received £500 from the executors of the 
late Miss Amy Hill (who was associated with the Institution for forty-four 
years), £1,050 to endow a “ Frederick Brazil Bed,” from the Executors of 
the late Mr. Frederick Brazil, and £1,000 from the Executors of the late 
Mr. Joseph Grisby Spencer. 
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New Orders, &c. 


Rules of the Supreme Court. 
POOR PERSONS PROCEDURE. 

We, the Rule Committee of the Supreme Court, hereby make the following 

Rules :— Orper XVI. 
IV.—PROCEEDINGS BY AND AGAINST Poor PErRsons. 

1. Suing or defending as poor person.|—Rule 22 of Order XVI is hereby 
annulled and the following Rule substituted :— 

“22. Any person may be admitted to take or defend or be a party 
to any legal proceedings in the High Court of Justice as a poor person on 
satisfying the Court or a Judge— 

(1) that he has reasonable grounds for taking or defending or being 

a party to such proceedings; and 

(2) that the applicant is not worth a sum exceeding fifty pounds 

(excluding wearing apparel tools of trade and the subject-matter 

of such proceedings) or such larger sum not exceeding one hundred 

pounds as a Judge personally in special circumstances may direct ; and 
(3) that the usual income from all sources of the applicant does not 
exceed two pounds a week or such‘larger sum not exceeding four pounds 

a week as a Judge personally in special circumstances maydirect ; and 

(4) in matrimonial causes where the wife is the applicant in addition 
to (1) (2) and (3), either— 

(a) that the applicant and her husband are not worth the amount 
specified in (2) and that their joint income does not exceed the 
amount specified in (3), or 

(6) that it is reasonable in the circumstances that the applicant 
should be admitted to take or defend or be a party to the proceedings 
a8 & poor person : 

Provided always that in cases within (4) (b) the order giving leave 
to take or defend or be a party to such legal proceedings shall be limited 
to such proceedings as are necessary to enable the applicant to obtain 
security for her costs of such proceedings or to such further or other 
proceedings as the Judge may direct. 

This Rule shall not apply to any bankruptcy proceeding or matter or to 
any criminal cause or matter except :— 

(2) applications to the Court to order a Justice or Justices to state 
a case under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, 

(5) the hearing of cases stated under such Acts, and 

(c) applications for certiorari, mandamus, or prohibition directed 
toa Court of Summary Jurisdiction.” 

2. In Rule 23 of Order XVI the words “ An applicant in a matrimonial 
shall be omitted and the following words shall 
be substituted therefor :— 

“In a matrimonial cause there shall be paid into Court by or on behalf 
of the applicant.” 

3. In Rule 23 of Order XVI, after the words “ expenses of the case” 
at the end of the first paragraph the following paragraph shall be inserted :— 

“Tn an application where the wife is the applicant, the prescribed 
officer may, if in his opinion the applicant is unable to pay into Court 
the necessary deposit, assign a solicitor for the purpose of making an 
application to the Court for an order for the husband of the applicant to 
pay such deposit into Court and for the purpose of enforcing such Order.” 

4. In Rule 23 of Order XVI the words “ to the applicant ” at the end 
of paragraph 2 shall be deleted. 

5. In Rule 26 of Order XVI after the words ‘In matrimonial causes 
the report ” the following words shall be inserted :— 

“and other documents filed in the Poor Persons Department.” 

6. In Rule 27 of Order XVI the words “ In matrimonial causes the ” 
shall be omitted and the word “‘ Every ” shall be substituted therefor. 

7. In Rule 312 of Order XVI after the words “‘ out-of-pocket expenses ” 
in the first paragraph the following words shall be inserted :— 

‘or on account of his office expenses.” 
AprEenpix K. 

8. In Form 1J in Appendix K the words “ and receipts from all sources ’ 
shall be inserted after the words “‘ My average earnings” and also after 

words “and his average earnings.’ 

9 In Form 1s (1)i in Appendix K— 

(1) the words “(Note—To be used in Matrimonial causes only.) ” 
shall be omitted, and 

(2) the words “ in matrimonial causes ” shall be inserted after the words 

“ struck out except ’ ” in the Note preceding paragraphs 5 and 6. 

(3) the words “and receipts from all sources” shall be inserted 
after the words “ his average earnings ’ "in paragraph (6), and 

,_, (4) the words “ in matrimonial causes ” shall be inserted after the words 

“struck out except” in the marginal note to paragraph 3 of Schedule A. 

10. These Rules may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court 
(No. 2) 1922, and shall come into operation on the 12th day of June 1922 
and the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, shall have effect as eusaded 
by these Rules. 

Dated the 31st day of May, 1922. 

Birkenhead, C. 
Hewart, C.J. 


A. Adair Roche, J. 
P. Ogden Lawrence, J. 


Sterndale, M.R. T. R. Hughes. 
Henry E. Duke, P. E. W. Hansell. 
R. M. Bray, J. C. H. Morton. 
Charles H. Sargant, J. Roger Gregory. 








Order in Council. 


The Administration of Justice Act, 1920, allows the enforcement in 
England, Scotland and Ireland of judgments obtained in any part of His 
Majesty’s dominions outside the United Kingdom to which the Act extends. 
The Legislatures of the undermentioned Colonies having made reciprocal 
provision for the enforcement therein of judgments obtained in the High 
Court in England, the Court of Session in Scotland and the High Court 
in Ireland, an Order in Council has been issued extending Part II of the 
Act to the following Colonies :— 

British Guiana, 

St. Lucia, 

Seychelles, and 

The Gold Coast Colony. 








Societies. 


The Law Society. 
HOSPITALS OF LONDON COMBINED APPEAL, 
Avuxiuiary List. 


The following is the list of subscriptions up to the 14th inst. to King 
Edward’s Hospital Fund in respect of which the President of the Law 
Society recently issued an appeal to members of the Law Society. 


£ 3s. d. 
J. Dumville Botterell, Esq. (President)... ea ous aie 26 5 O 
A. Howlett, Esq. ... par abe one ae “a ous 10 0 0 
A. Heaver, Esq. ... ion a ae es ~~ —n 5 0 0 
J. Curzon Ingle, Esq. ss nee _ _ — 5 0 0 
F, J. Abbott, Esq. 5 0 0 
E. P. Bilbrough, Esq... 20 0 
R. W. E. L. Poole, =? an § 0 0 
G. H. Boyce, Esq... 10 0 0 
M. 8S. Nathan, Esq. 220 
Messrs. Woolley, sa ler & ‘Bary Se 
J. H. Hodge, Esq... eS 
P. Ludbrook, Esq. : 29 
E. Lawrence N. Tuck, Esq. 3 3 0 
C. A. Nussey, Esq. ee. 
Messrs. Collisson, tric chard ‘& Barnes 5 5 0 
D. M. Phillips, Esq. si ose ive oie : 2 
Messrs. Charles Nordon &Co. ... ve ven i it: 
A. 8. Potter, Esq. ae sos pee ‘<e 22 0 
Sir Thomas Berridge oe 3.3 «0 
L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 5 5 0 
Messrs. Burton & Son , ; 1 10 
Messrs. S. B. Cohen, Dunn & Co. wwe » 2 8 
Messrs. Hiscott, Troughton & Grubbe ... 220 
H. Swayne Drewry, Esq. ‘ fs. 
Norman Cayley, Esq. ‘ ’; 3s 
Sir Walter Trower... , 1010 0 
Messrs. T. Eggar & Co. , 22 0 
Sydney Thompson, Esq. ... | 220 
Everard W. Kingdon, Esq. 22 0 
Guy Harvey Samuel, Esq. : 2-3 
Messrs. Wontner & Sons ... $2 
W. J. Bruty, Esq. 5 5 0 
Henry E. Fraser, Esq. .. 1 1 0 
F. Keith Harvey Samuel, "Esq. ." k 2.2 
Walter T. Prideaux, Esq. 220 
C. Stewart-King, Eaq. ete 22 0 
Messrs. Emanuel & Simmonds . 3 3 0 
J. M. Voss, Esq. 2 3 
H. B. Curwen, Esq. hive a a 
Walter M. Boulton, Esq. 22 0 
Dillon R. L. Lowe, Esq. i B 
Louis D. Woolfe, Esq. 5 5 0 
Bertram Sturt, Esq. . Goo 
Messrs. Edell & Co. 5 5 0 
George W. Bower, Esq . 220 
J. Smith, Esq. 1-1 @ 
Messrs. Carr, ‘Scott, Smith & Hawks 22 0 
A. H. Birch Reynardson, Esq. .. eee sna ove iss 5 0 0 
Messrs. Withers, Bensons, Currie, ‘Williams 7 ae - Re es 
Sydney H. Peddar, Esq. . wes ee one 5 5 0 
W. G. Glover, Esq. 3 3 0 
Messrs. Johnson, Weathe srall, Sturt & Hardy 1010 9 
Keith 8. Thompson, Esq. : es eee one es S , 
Messrs. Rubinstein, Nash & Co. on a ons sc 56 6 0 
Frederick Hill, Esq. ass ox oe eke ose ous 1010 0 
W. G. Trower, Esq. ; ees ove oni eee 1010 0 
Messrs. Braikenridge & Edwards ose eee ove oo 5 5 0 
M. Templeton, Esq. eve “ eee ove oe see 100 
B. Hawkins, Esq. . 2 0 0 
Gilbert 8. Macquoid, Esq. ‘ wes oe os soe a 
Bernard J. Airy, Esq. ... ove we oes a oe 5 5 0 
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Messrs. Whatley & Son 

W. A. Frith, Esq. 

Frank Whitfield, Esq. ... ose at 
Messrs. Witham, Roskell, Munster & Weld 
Charles Upton, Esq. eve eve 
R. 8. Tredgold, Esq. 

Ernest A. Scanes, Esq. 

Samuel Saw, Esq. 

Stephen A. Jones, Esq. 

A. G. Colvile, Esq. am ii ot 
Messrs. Hyman, Isaacs, Lewis & Mills 

C. G. May, Esq. we ea at 


wo=— 
S-nw™ 
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Anonymous ove 

J. E. Richardson, Esq. 

Stephen 8. Hyam, Esq. ese aes 

The Master H. Hughes-Onslow ... 066 

Messrs. Hicklin, Washington & Pasmore 

W. A. Ashby, Esq. Pa sae ‘ 

Daniel Birt, Esq. ees 

Messrs. Hallowes & Carter 

A. O. Harnett, Esq. 

Sir Edgar Sanders gee one ove 

Messrs. Collyer, Bristow & Co. aa se ond ae 
Donations will be gratefully received and should be forwarded to the 

Secretary of the Law Society, Law Society’s Hall, Chancery Lane, W.C.2. 
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Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The Monthly Meeting of the Directors of this Association was held at 
The Law Society, Chancery Lane, London, on the 8th inst. Mr. J. F. 
Rowlatt in the chair. The other Directors present were Messrs. W. C. 
Blandy (Reading), E. R. Cook, T. 8. Curtis, E. F. Dent, L. W. North 
Hickley, E. F. Knapp-Fisher, C. G. May, A. Copson Peake (Leeds), and 
M. A. Tweedie. 

£354 was distributed in relief of deserving cases, one new member was 
elected, and other general business transacted. 





Gray’s Inn Moot Society. 


A Moot will be held in Gray’s Inn Hall on Monday, the 19th June, a‘ 
8.15 p.m., before the Hon. Mr. Justice Acton. 

Mr. “‘ X ” has a house, in which he lives with his family, at a street corner, 
one side of which abutting on the street is a plain wall without any windows 
in it. 

Messrs. “ Z and Co.” the owners and manufacturers of a patent medicine 
said to cure dyspepsia, wishing to try a novel method of advertisement, 
hire a room in a house on the opposite side of the street to Mr. “‘ X’s” 
blank wall, and from the window of that room throw cinematograph pictures 
on to the blank wall of Mr. “ X’s” house. These pictures represent various 
people banqueting in @ lavish and hearty manner, and are interspersed 
with letterpress to the value of “ Z and Co.'s ” pills as aids to the digestion. 

Mr. “‘ X” brings an action against Messrs. “ Z and Co.” to restrain them 
from making use of his wallin this way. It was admitted that the pictures 
could not be seen from any of the windows or doors of the house, but Mr. “* X’ 
gave evidence as to his strong objection to them, and as to a certain amount 
of chaff which he had endured from his acquaintances on account of them. 

At the trial judgment was given for the defendants, “‘ Z and Co.” 

Mr. “ X ” appeals. 

All members of the four Inns of Court are invited to attend. 

Two “ Counsel ”’ will be heard for each of the Parties. 

The procedure will be in accordance with the practice of the Court of 


Appeal. 








The Finance Bill, 


The following are the clauses of the Finance Bill dealing with settlements 
which reduce liability for income tax and super-tax, and super-tax on 
undistributed income of private companies :— 

13. Income under revocable and certain other dispositions to be treated 
as income of disponor.|—(1) Any income— 

(a) of which any person is able, or has at any time since the fifth 
day of April, nineteen hundred and twenty-two, been able, without 
the consent of any other person not being his wife or her husband, 
by means of the exercise of any power of appointment, power of 
revocation or otherwise howsoever, to obtain for himself the beneficial 
enjoyment; or 

(6) which by virtue or in consequence of any disposition made, 
directly or indirectly, by any person after the first day of May, nineteen 
hundred and twenty-two (other than a disposition made for valuable 
and sufficient consideration), is payable to or applicable for the benefit 
of any other person for a period which cannot exceed six years; or 


(c) which by virtue or in consequence of any disposition made, 
directly or indirectly, by any person whether before or after the 
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commencement of this Act, is payable to or applicable for the benefit 

of a child of that person for some period less than the life of the child ; 
shall, subject to the provisions of this section, but in cases under the above 
paragraph (c) only if and so long as the child is an infant and unmarried, 
be deemed for the purposes of the enactments relating to income tax 
(including super-tax) to be the income of the pe who is or was able to 
obtain the beneficial enjoyment thereof, or y whom the disposition was 
made, as the case may be, and not to be for those purposes the income of 
any other person. 

(2) Where by virtue of paragraph (6) or paragraph (c) of sub-section (1) 
of this section any income tax or super-tax becomes chargeable on and 
is paid by the person by whom the disposition was made, that person shall 
be entitled to recover from any trustee or other person to whom the income 
is payable by virtue or in consequence of the disposition the amount of the 
tax so paid, and for that purpose to require the Commissioners concerned 
to furnish to him a certificate specifying the amount of the income in respect 
of which he has so paid tax and the amount of the tax so paid, and any 
certificate so furnished shall be conclusive evidence of the facts appearing 
thereby. 

(3) Where any person obtains in respect of any allowance or relief a 
repayment of income tax in excess of the amount of the repayment to which 
he would but for the provisions of pene (6) or paragraph (c) of 
sub-section (1) of this section have been entitled, an amount equal to the 
excess shall be paid by him to the trustee or other person to whom the 
income is payable by virtue or in consequence of the disposition, or where 
there are two or more such persons shall be apportioned among those 
persons as the case may require. 

If any question arises as to the amount of any payment or as to any 
apportionment to be made under this sub-section, that question shall be 
decided by the General Commissioners whose decision thereon shall be 
final. 

(4) Any income, which is deemed by virtue of this section to be the 
income of any person, shall be deemed to be the highest part of his income. 

(5) In this section, unless the context otherwise requires— 

The expression “‘ child” includes step-child or illegitimate child ; 
The expression “disposition” includes any trust, covenant, 
agreement or arrangement. 

14. Super-tax on undistributed income of certain companies.]|—(1) Where 
it appears to the Special Commissioners that any company to which this 
section applies has not, within a reasonable time after the end of any year 
or other period ending on any date subsequent to the fifth day of April, 
nineteen hundred and twenty-one, for which accounts have been made up, 
distributed to its members in such manner as to render the amount dis- 
tributed liable to be included in the statements to be made by the members 
of the company of their total income for the purposes of super-tax, & 
reasonable proportion, regard being had to the normal requirements of 
the business, of its actual income from all sources for the said year or other 
period, the Commissioners may, by notice in writing to the company, direct 
that for purposes of assessment to super-tax, the said income of the company 
shall, for the year or other period specified in the notice be deemed to be 
the income of the members, and the amount thereof shall be apportioned 
among the members. 

(2) Any super-tax chargeable under this section in respect of the amount 
of the income of the company apportioned to any member of the company, 
shall be assessed upon that member in the name of the company, and, 
subject as hereinafter provided, shall be payable by the company, and all the 
provisions of the Income Tax Acts and any tions made thereunder 
relating to super-tax assessments and the collection and recovery of super-tax 
shall, with any necessary modification, apply to super-tax assessments and 
to the collection and recovery of super-tax charged under this section. 

(3) A notice of charge to super-tax under this section shall in the first 
instance be served on the member of the company on whom the tax is 
assessed, and if that member does not within twenty-one days from the 
date of the notice elect to pay the tax a notice of charge shall be served on 
the company and the tax shall thereupon become payable by the company : 

Provided that nothing in this sub-section shall prejudice the right to 
recover from the company the super-tax charged in respect of any member 
who has elected as aforesaid but who fails to pay the tax by the first day of 
January in the year of assessment or within twenty-one days of the date on 
which he so elected, whichever is later. 

(4) Any undistributed profits which have been assessed and charged to 
super-tax under this section shal] when subsequently distributed be deemed 
not to form part of the total income from all sources for the purposes of 
super-tax of any individual entitled thereto. 

Where a member of a company has been assessed to and has paid super-tax 
otherwise than under this section in respect of any income which has also 
been assessed and upon which super-tax has been paid under this section, 
he shall, on proof to the satisfaction of the Special Commissioners of the 
double assessment, be entitled to repayment of so much of the super-tax 
so paid by him as was attributable to the inclusion in his total income 
from all sources of the first-mentioned income. 

(5) This section shall apply to any company— 

(a) which is registered under the Companies Acts, 1908 to 1917; 
and 

(6) in which the number of shareholders computed as hereinafter 
provided is not more than fifty; and i 

(c) which has not issued any of ite shares as a result of a public 
invitation to subscribe for shares. 
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In computing the number of shareholders of a company for the purpose 
of the foregoing provision there shall be excluded any shareholder who is 
not a beneficial owner of shares or who is an employee of the company, or 
is the wife or the unmarried infant child of a beneficial owner of shares 
in the company. 

(6) In this section the expression ‘“‘ member” shall include any person 
having a share or interest in the capital or profits or income of a company, 
and the expression “‘ employee ”’ shall not include any governing director, 
managing director or director. 

(7) The provisions contained in the First Schedule to this Act shall have 
effect as to the computation of the actual income from all sources of the 
company, the apportionment thereof amongst members of the company 
and otherwise for the purpose of carrying into effect, and in connection 
with, this section. 

(8) The provisions of this section shall apply for the purposes of 
assessment to super-tax for the year 1922-23 and any succeeding year of 
assessment. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


The Bishop of Southwell has appointed Mr. AuBREY TREVOR LAWRENCE, 
M.A., of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law, to be Chancellor of the Diocese 
of Southwell, in the place of the late Sir Alfred Bray Kempe. Mr. Lawrence, 
who was born in 1875, is the second son of the late Sir Trevor Lawrence, Bt. 
He was educated at Shrewsbury and Christ Church, Oxford (1st Mods., 
Ist Lit. Hum.). Called to the Bar in 1899, he has acted as Junior Counsel 
to the Duchy of Cornwall and to the National Society. He was on the staff 
of the Ministry of Munitions from 1915-19. He was appointed Chancellor 
of the Diocese of Sheffield in 1914, of Worcester in 1920, and of Peterborough 
this year. He is also secretary of Lord Cave’s Committee on the Property 
and Finances of the Church. 








Court Papers. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. EMERGENCY APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. o. 1. EVE. ROMER. 
Monday June 19 Mr. More Mr. Hicks Beach Mr. Hicks Beach Mr. Bloxam 
Tuesday ..... Jolly Bloxam ioxam Hicks Beach 
Wednesday 21 Farrett More Hicks Beach Bloxam 
Thursday 22 Synge Jolly Bloxam Hicks Beach 
Friday ....... 23 Hicks Beach Garrett Hicks Beach Bloxam 
Saturday ..... 24 Bloxam Synge Bloxam Hicks Beach 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
SARGANT. RUSSELL. ASTBURY. P.O. LAWRENCE. 
Monday June 19 Mr. Jolly Mr. More Mr. Synge Mr. Garrett 
Tuesday ..... 20 More Jolly Garrett Synge 
Wednesday 21 Jolly More Synge Garrett 
Thursday .... 22 More Jolly Garrett Synge 
Wilday ....... 23 Jolly More Synge Garrett 
Saturday ..... 24 More Jolly Garrett Synge 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1922. 


CHANCERY Court I. 
Mr. Justice SAKGANT. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
In APPEAL Court No. I. 


Tuesday, 13th June.—Exparte Applications, . : Chamber 8 ne 
Original Motions and interlocutory Appeals Tuesdays ...... me — 8, sht 
= ee A F case Wednesdays. one Fur cons and non-wit list. 
Chancery Appeals. Thursdays ....Non-wit list. 

Wednesday, 14th June.—County Palatine Fridays. .......Mots and non-wit list. 


Appeal “‘ Nabb v Catterall & Swarbricks 
Brewery ld.” and Chancery Final Appeals. 
Chancery Appeals will be continued in this 


CHANCERY CourT IV. 
Mr. JustTick RUSSELL. 


Except when other Business is advertised 
in Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Russell 
will take Actions with Witnesses through- 
out the Sittings. 

Applications under Trading with the 
Enemy Acts will be heard on each 
Friday afternoon. 


In AppeaL Court No. II. 
Tuesday, 13th June.—Exparte Applications, 
nal Motions and _ Interlocutory 
ore from the = "s — ——- 
. if necessary, Final Ap is from the 

King’s Bench Division. 

Wednesday, 14th June.—Final ages 
from the King’s Bench Division will be 

taken and continued in this Court. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
CHANCERY DIVISION. Mondays ......Sitting in chambers. 
LORD CHANCELLOR’s Court. Tuesdays ...... ——- as Up) 
wv usiness and non-w 
Mr. Justice EVE. list. 
Except when other Business is advertised 


CHANCERY Court LI. 
Mr. Justice ASTBURY. 


Wednesdays. ...Fur cons and non-wit list* 


in the Daily Cause List Actions with ‘ 

Witnesses will be taken throughout the | Thursdays ....Non-wit list. 

Sittings. Fridays ...... Mots, sht caus, pets and 
non-wit list. 


CHANCERY CourRT V. 

Mr. Justice ROMER, 
Mondays ...... Chambersummonses. 
Tuesdays .. se .Sht caus, pets, fur cons and 


CHANCERY Court IIT. 
Mr. Justice P. 0. LAWRENCE, 


Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with Wit- 
nesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 

J nt Summonses in Bankruptcy will be 
— on Saturdays, the 24th June and 
22nd July. 


ys... .Non-witlist. 
Thursdays ....Non-witlist. 
Business will be taken on 
ips. 22nd June and 6th and 
y. 


Be en ewes Mots and non-wit list. 














CORPORATE TRUSTEE & EXECUTOR. 


THE 


ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 


ACTS AS 
TRUSTEE of FUNDS amounting to 


£30,000,000. 


For Particulars apply to: 
Tae SecrETARY, HEAD OFFICE, ROYAL EXCHANGE, E.C.3. 
THe ManaGceR, LAW COURTS BRANCH, 29-30, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C.1 
THe TRUSTEE MANAGER, MANCHESTER BRANCH, 94-96, KING STREET, 

















Crown Office, 8th June, 1922. 
Day and place fixed for holding the Summer Assizes, 1922— 
NORTH WALES AND CHESTER CIRCUIT. 
Mr. Justice Coleridge. 
Mr. Justice Roche. 
Saturday, the 8th July, at Chester. 


THE COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1922. 
The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time to 
time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 
FROM THE CHANCERY FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. DIVISION. 
cutee senerved, (In Bankruptcy.) 
(Final List.) 1922. 
Heard before the Master of the 
In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor 


Rolls and Warrington and : othr , 
v The Petitioning Creditors and 


Younger, L.JJ. a Age , 
In re Companies (Consolidation) of 1921 (adja page a ca 


on wees I Debtor (expte The Debt« 
Jubilee Cotton Mills a. n re a Debtor (expte The Debtor 
“Sa” Cotton Mills Id (c.a.v v The Petitioning Creditor and 
P The Official Receiver) No.465 





of 1921 (adjd from May 5 1922) 
In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor 
v The Petitioning Creditor and 
The Official Receiver), No 1266 
of 1921 (adjd from May 5 1922) 


FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 


(General List.) 


— eo 


1921. In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor 
Fasbender v Attorney-Gen v The Petitioning Creditors and 
1922 The Official Receiver), No 1418 


of 1921 (adjd from May 12 1922 
Lord Terrington v Desoutter 
Duche v Duche 


FROM THE PROBATE AND 


In re William Rush, dec Warre v 
Rush & ors DIVORCE DIVISION. 
“i - v Attorney-Gen (to follow (Final and New Trial List.) 


1922. 

Divorce Fry v Fry & Briggs 
Divorce Arnold, H.A v Arnold, H 
(H Kidman, co-respondent) 

Divorce Henshaw v Henshaw 

Divorce Boreman vy Boreman, other- 
wise Wooton 

Divorce Croft v Croft 


In re Companies Winding Up In 
Re Companies (Consolidation) 
Act 1908 Norman Clarke v 
Dunlop & Co Id 

In re Taylor, dec Taylor v Tweedie 

In re Thomas Wedmore, dec 
Wedmore v Wedmore & ors 

The Carlton Main Colliery Co Id 
vy Hemsworth Rural District 
Council 


Welaheng v Lyons & ens FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE 


Same v Same ' r : VATE 
Terrell y Chatterton COURT OF LANCASTER. 
In re Francis Travis, dec Llewellyn (Final List.) 

v Hammond & anr 1922 


In re Companies Winding Up In 
re The British American Con- 
tinental Bank ld In re Companies 
(Consolidation) Act 1908 


Nabb v Catterall & Swarbricks 
Brewery ld & ors 
Roberts v E Rothwell & Sons 
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FROM THE CHANCERY AND 
PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. 


(Interlocutory List.) 
British Bank for Foreign Trade Id v 


Russian Commercial Industrial 
Bank (s.0. May 16) 
Divorce, Moser, R O v Moser, 


MAL &. Robert (s.0. June 1) 
In re Companies (Consolidation) 
Act 1908 In re The Vestal 
Hosiery Co Id 
Atherton & ors v Reynolds & ors 
Tunbridge v Poyano 


Judgments Reserved. 
Appeals. 


FROM THE KING'S 
DIVISION. 


(Final and New Trial List.) 


Heard before Bankes, Atkin & 
Younger, L.JJ. 

The Performing Right Soo Id v 
London Theatre of Varieties ld 
(c.a.v. March 22) 

H Longbottom & Co Id v Bass, 
Walker & Co (c.a.v. April 26) 
Heard before Bankes, Scrutton & 

Atkin, L.JJ. 

Larrinaga & Co Liverpool (Owners) 
v Societe Franco-Americaine des 
Phosphate de Medulla Paris 
(c.a.v. May 9) 

Samuel Hodge & Sons Id v Anglo- 
American Oil Co ld 

Wilmott v Same 

Cartwright v Same 

Burch v Same 

Hart v Same 

Bennett v Same (c.a.v. May 15) 


BENCH 


H.M. Postmaster-General _Liver- 
pool Corpn (c.a.v. May 27) 
1921. 
Nitrate Producers Co v_ Short 


Bros Id (8.0. until after decision 
in House of Lords May 30) 

Attorney-General v Bottomley 

Attorney-General v Bottomley 

Same v Same 

In re Agricultural Holdings Acts 

In re an Arbitration between D Dale 
and Hatfield Chase Corpn (re- 
mitted to Arbitrator for report, 
Dec 19) 

Revenue Nevill v H.M. Commrs of 
Inland Revenue 

Revenue Nevill & ors v Same 

Revenue Bourne & Hollingsworth v 
Commrs of Inland Revenue 

In re a Petn of Right Attorney- 
General v Elders & Fyffes Id (s.0. 
pending decision in House of 
Lords) 

1922. 

In re a Petn of Right of the Atlantic 
Transport Co Id 

Attorney-General v The Company 
(s.o. pending decision in House of 
Lords) 


In re Agricultural Holdings Acts 
Hamilton-Gell vy White (Tenant) 

Greers ld v Pearman & Corder Id 

Eastman v Devine 

The Bank of British West Africa ld 
v Van Zwanenberg 

Baker v Taylor 

Russian Commercial and Industrial 
Bank v Le Comptoir d’escompte 
de Mulhouse & anr 


| L_N Mills & Co ld v The Scrap 


Metals Co 

In re an Arbitration between Louis 
de Vriendt (Buyer) and Dexters 
ld 

Allagar Rubber Estates 
National Benefit Assce Co 

In re the Arbitration Act 1889 
C Czarinkow Id (Clmts) v Roth, 
Schmidt & Co 

Mackay v Electrolytic Copper Co 
ld In re a garnishee issue between 
Mackay and Share Guarantee 
Trust Id 

Gerald McDonald & Co v Nash & 
Co 

The West Somerset Mineral Ry Co 
v Ebbw Vale Steel and Iron Co Id 
and In re the Arbitration Act 
1889 

Kerby v Mealings 

In re Edward Brandon, a Solr, dec 

Gomes v Pitt & Scott Id 

White v Beaumont 

Massey v United 
Stevenson 

Dix v Grainger 

Poincer v The Assessment Com- 
mittee of the Parish of Norwich 

Bowker v Morrison 

Macdonald v Wheeler 

Fenton Textile Assoc Id v Stross 

Carlton v R & J Park ld 

Kearton v Ideal Films ld 

Ogden v Parsons & Whittimore 

Storey v Shorts Motor Stores 

Levy v Sadd 

Moore & ors v Drughorn (first 
action) 

Same v Same (second action) 

Mowat v Port of London Authority 

Diamond v English Sewing Cotton 
Co Id 

The Gaumont Co Id v Wilkins 

Hesketh v Birmingham Corpn 


Id v 


Carlo Gatti 


| Hancock v Wheeler 
| Cohen v Moseley 
| Amdur v Shinebaum 


Bengal Iron & Steel Co Id v Fair- 
hurst 
Laycock v Clark 


| Davis v International Motors ld 


Stone v Steinberg 
Van der Gugten v Joel 


| Haas, Byk & anr v J W & T 


Revenue Attorney-General v Burns | 


Revenue Weiss, Biheller & Brooke 
Id v Richard Farmer, Surveyor of 
Taxes pt hd (restored to list 
March 13) 

James v Fox 

Adelaide Steamship Co Id v The 
King 

Carter v Bastin 

Edelston v Sykes 


| Fontaunaz v Bank of British West | 


Connolly Id 

Northern Traffic ld v Chourtchine 

Parr v Snell & ors 

Rowden v Jones 

The Federated Coal & Shipping Co 
ld v The King 

Charles Weiss & Co Id (Buyers) 
v Peter Rushton & Co ld 

Sheinman v Cohen 

Peizer v Smith 


Africa ld 
In re Agricultural Holdings Act 
1908 Perrett v Benett Stanford 
In re Agricultural Holdings Act 
1908 Antell v Benett Stanford 


Hobday v The Abyssinian Corpn Id | 





THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 
WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE AS TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NO? 
FORGET THE OLAIMs oF THE Mippixesex Hosprrat, 
WHICH Is UBGENTLY In NEED OF Funps ror rrs Humanzw Work. 


| Melpo—1921—Folio 474 


Comitato Portuario d’importazione 
dei Carboni Fosili di Genova v 
8 Instone & Co (Italy) Id 

F Lawrence ld v Issac & ors 

In re Agricultural Holdings Act, 
1908 Jones (Tenant) v Evans 

In re Agricultural Holdings Act, 
1908 Jones (Tenant) v Evans 

Sterns v Vicars ld 

Becker v Marshall 

Payne v Routh v The Cairn Line 
of Steamships Id 

The British Bank for Foreign Trade 
Id v Faraday 

Thornett & Fehr v Manufacturers 
Accessories Co ld 

British American Continental 
Bank Id (in liquidation) v Beli 
Bros & anr 

Bouche v Samuel Allsopp & Sons Id 

Coulthard v Insulaters Id 

McArthur v The Byron Steamship 
Co Id 


APPEALS. 
In the Indemnity Act, 1920. 
1922. 
Sharp v Secretary of State for War 
The Moss Steamship Co ld v Board 
of Trade 


FROM 


THE PROBATE, 
DIVORCE & ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (ADMIRALTY.) 


(Final List.) 
With Nautical Assessors. 
1922. 


| Poolgate—1921—Folio 766 Owners 


of 8.8. Bolkelo v Owners of 8.8. 


Poolgate 
Without Nautical Assessors. 


Axarlis 
v Owners of 8.8. Melpo 
(Interlocutory List.) 
Tervaete—1922—Folio 76 Owners 
of 8.8. Lynntown v Owners of 
8.8. Tervaete 


| FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1922. 


Ford v Bluston 

Ford v Sauber 

Frankénburg v Hillman 

Tele dis Services Co ld v Phonotas 
Co Id 


N.B.—the above List 








contains Chancery, 


The King v The Electricity Commrs 
(expte The Ealing Borough Coun- 
cil) 

D P Morgan Id v Barker & ors 


IN RE THE WORKMEN'S COM. 
PENSATION ACTS, 1897 AND 
1906. 

(From County Courts.) 

Woodman v Jacob Long & Sons Id 
(Somerset, Yatton) referred back 
for report (May 31) 

Smallbone v Fawcett, Preston & Co 
Id (Lancashire, Liverpool) 

Church, Ashby & Co Id v Wadding- 
ton (Yorkshire, Sheffield) 

Reeves v S. Smith & Sons (Middle- 
sex, Marylebone) 

Culpeck v The Orient Steam Naviga- 
tion Co ld (Mayor’s and City of 
London) 

Garcia v Owners of the ship 
“ Queenie ”’ (Monmouthshire, 
Newport) 

Hornibrook v Baldwins Id (Middle- 
sex, Bow) 

Andrews v The Highley Mining 
Co Id (Shropshire, Cleobury) 


Standing in the “ Abated ” list. 


FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 
(General List.) 
1921. 
In re Beech’s Settlement Beech 
v. Public Trustee (s.o. generally 


Oct 19) 

In re Biedermann, dec Best v 
Wertheim & ors (s.o. generally, 
Jan 30) 

(In Bankruptcy.) 
1920. 

In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor 
No 246 of 1917) 

In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor 
v The Petitioning Creditor and 
the Official Receiver), No 889 of 
1921 

IN RE THE WORKMEN’S COM- 
PENSATION ACTS, 1897 AND 
1906. 

(From County Court.) 
1921. 

Martin v Lindsay’s Paddington 
Iron Works ld (Middlesex, Shore- 
ditch) (s.o. generally April 26) 


Palatine and King’s 


Bench Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c., set down to June Ist, 1922. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1922. 


Notices Re.atinac To THE CHancery Cause Lust. 


Mr. Justice Eve.—Except when other business is advertised in the Daily 
Cause List, actions with witnesses will be taken throughout the Sittings. _ 
Mr. Justice SarGanv will take his business as announced in the Trinity 


| Sittings Paper. 


Mr. Justice Astpury will take his business as announced in the Trinity 


Sittings Paper. 


Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence.—Except when other business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List, actions with witnesses will be taken throughout 


the sittings. 


24th June and the 22nd July. 


Judgment Summonses in Bankruptcy will be taken on Saturdays, the 


| Mr. Justice Russeit.—On each Friday afternoon Summonses under 
Trading with the Enemy Act will be taken. 


Subject thereto actions with 


witnesses will be heard throughout the Sittings. A 
Mr. Justice Romer will take his business as announced in the Trinity 


Sittings Paper. 


| Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Romer will take 


| Lancashire business on Thursdays, the 22nd June and the 6th and 20th July. 


| June 
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Summonses. 
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Summonses Adjourned into Court and non-witness actions will be heard 
by Mr. Justice SarGanr, Mr. Justice AstBURY and Mr. Justice Romer. 
Motions, petitions and short causes will be taken on the days stated in 


the Trinity Sittings Paper. 


Norice with Rererence TO THE CuHancery Witness List. 
During the Trinity Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of witness 


actions as follows : 


Mr. Justice Eve will take the Witness List for Eve and Romer, JJ. 
Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence will take the Witness List for Astpury 


and P, O. Lawrence, JJ. 


Mr. Justice Russe. will take the Witness List 


Russe, JJ. 


CHANCERY CAUSES FOR 
TRIAL OR HEARING. 


Before Mr. Justice Eve. 
Retained Adjourned Summonses. 


In re Thomas Matthews, dec 
Buckingham v Matthews & ors 
In re Rosenblum, dec Rosenblum 

v Rosenblum 
In re Brazil Great Southern Ry Co 
ld Elson v The Company pt hd 
In re Same Same v Same pt hd 
Inre Same Same v Same pt hd 





Causes for Trial. 


(With witnesses. ) 


Brinton v Preen pt hd 

Williamson v Inrig & Cutting (s.0. 
until after inspection) 

In re James Mitchell, dec Mitchell 
& ors v Mitchell & ors (not before 
July 10) 

Charteris v Hollis 

lewin v Commonwealth Investment 
Co ld & ors 


Inte Edward Sargeant, dec In re 
Mary Sargeant, dec Neale v 
Auger 

Ford v Charron id 
July 15) 

Spurgeon v Thomas 

Attorney-Gen v Mayor, Aldermen 
and Burgesses of Southport 

Criscoulo & Co v Brandon, Turner 
& Co (not before June 27) 

Williamson v Randle 

John Bright & Bros ld v John Bright 
(Outfitters) ld pt hd 

Ebbetts & anr v Chatterton & anr 

Elmes v Stone 

In re Walton’s Settlement Walton 
v Peirson 

Oddy v W Oddy & Co ld 

Gibson v Gibson 

Elfick v Cowley 

Ward Humphreys v Wilde 

Fulford v Fulford 

Perry v Goy (s.0.g.) 

MH Albert & Co Id v Larpent 

Smith v Seaford West Co Id 

In re The Warren Lambert Engin. | 
eering Co Id O’Kinealy v The | 
Company 

Reynolds v Brown 

Wise v Wise 

Waite v Williams 

Blackwood v Amalgamated Society | 
of Woodworkers 

Fettis v Same 

Kirk v Same 

Martin v Same 

Job v Same 

White v White 

Charles Midgley Id v Taylor’s Drug | 
co Id 

London County Westminster & 
Parr’s Bank ld v Wallis 

Weldries Id v Quasi-Are Co Id (fixed | 
for June 20) 


(not before 





for SarGant and 


Hodgson v McCreagh 

Stone v Oakley (restored) 

Eshelby v Harvey 

Ritchie v Jones 

Arnold Otto Meyer & Co v Faber 

Wright v Stapleton-Bretherton 

Lewis v Demery & ors (J W Lee, 
clmt) 

Same v Same (Demery & Barnes, 
clmts) 

Curzon Hotel (London) Id v Chevau 

Edwards v Lovell 

Lockie v Mercer Motor Works 

Mac Callum v Tie Medico Phychol- 
ogical Clinic Id 

Italian Supers Id v Corelli 

Conner v Hodge 

Butchers’ Film Service Id v Lindsell 

Tritton v Abysinian Corpn Id 

Syree v Syree 

Britis hThomson-Houston Co Id v 
Sloane & Co 

Coke v Crundall 

Fraser v Davids 

Coulson v Barty 

United Kingdom Freight, Demur- 
rage and Defence Assoc v Watkin 

Leff v.Greengross 

Allsopp v Orchard 

Smith v Smith 

Child v Rudman (not before July 1) 

Parkyn v Tehidy Minerals Id 

Aldred v Fenner 

Swann v Fearnhough & Ward 

Levy v Falco 

Mathewes v Roberts 

Buckingham v Boulting 

Barton v Perkins 

In re Margaret Thomas, dec Rees v 
Thomas 

British Thomson-Houston Co Id v 
The B.T.T. Electric Lamp & 
Accessories Co 

Same v Taylor 

Tuck v Upwell, Outwell, Denver & 
Welney Drainage Commissioners 

Leitner v Greenwood & Batley Id 


Before Mr. Justice SaARGanrt. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses. ) 
Truman, Hanbury, Buxton & Co Id 

v Beckett 

In re C Smith’s Patent In re Patent 

& Designs Act (fixed for July 4) 
Adjourned Summonses. 

In re J T Poyser, dec Landon v Cox 
pt hd (s.0, to Nov 7, 1922) 

In re J Duffield, dec Clegg v 
Moorwood (s.0. to Easter Sittings, 
1923) 

In re W Palmer, dec Nottingham 
General Hospital v Wilson pt hd 

In re Boynton’s Contract In re 
Vendor & Purchaser Act (s.0.g.) 

In re R K Douglas, dee Douglas v 
Public Trustee 

In re Randall & Taylor’s Contract 
In re Vendor & Purchaser Act, 
1874 


LIMITED. 


HEAD OFFICE: 71, LOMBARD STREET, E.C. 3. 


£71,864,780 
14,372,956 
10,000,000 
348,891,976 








CAPITAL SUBSCRIBED - 
CAPITAL PAID UP -_ - 
RESERVE FUND Ar. 
DEPOSITS, &.- - = 
ADVANCES, &c. - + 130,847,130 


This Bank has 1,600 Offices in England & Wales. 
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LONDON AND RIVER PLATE BANK, LIMITED. 
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LLOYDS AND NATIONAL PROVINCIAL FOREIGN BANK LIMITED 















































In re Brigham, dec Saunders v 
Draper 

Heslop v Richmond 

In re G Ayres, dec Ayres v Poe 

In re E D Brown’s Will Trusts 
Turnbull v Turnbull 

In re Harding, dec Public Trustee 
v Wohlwill 

In re T E B Fletcher, dec Whitfield 
v Fletcher 

In re Hutty, dec Davis v Robinson 

In re M J Fox’s Settlement Chol- 
mondeley v Fox 

In re Mary Hughes, dec Williams v 
Williams 

In re Macgeorge, dec 
Macgeorge 

In re J T Sydenham, dec Brunker 
v Sydenham 

In re W R Platt, dec Platt v Platt 

In re Duncan & Pierpont’s Patents 
In re PatentAct (fixed for July 11) 

In re John Uglow, dec Uglow v 
Uglow ° 

In re G A Fenwick, dec Lloyds Bank 
Id v Fenwick 

Inre RS Appleyard, dec Appleyard 
v Burgess 

In re Joseph Oldfield, dec Oldfield v 


Before Mr. Justice AstBuRy. 
Retained Cause for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 


Arlidge v Hampstead Corpn 
Further Consideration. 
In re Watney, dec Watney v Gold 
Actions transferred from King’s 
Bench Division 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
Trustee of A F Scranton v Heathorn 
(8.0.g.) 

Trustee of T J de Giers v New 
England Supply Co. (s.0.g.) 

Trustee of Basil J Phillips v Hyams 
(8.0.g.) 

Same v Ansell Bros. (s.0.g.) 

Husson v Zolowski (s.0.g.) 

Trustee of Harry Burns v de Pledge 
(8.0.g.) 

Same v Ansell Bros. (8.0.g.) 


Brown v 


Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Beckett, dec Beckett ‘v 
Lockwood & ors (s.o. till July 4) 
In re Hannah Tyrrel, dec Hudson v 


Oldfield Tyrrel (restored) 
In re Henry Donkin, dec Donkin v In re Emma Bradney Hammond v 
Donkin Bradney 
In re C J Howard, dec Howard v In re Somerset & Rank’s Contracts 
Howard and In re Vendor & Purchaser 
In re Duke of Sutherland, dec Act, 1874 (8.0.g.) 
Chaplin v Leveson-Gower In re Richard Clay, dec Spencer v 
In re Herbert Russell, dec Ogle v Clay Has 
Ogle In re Willing, dec Willing v 
Henchley v Shaw Shepherd 


In re Newcastle Shipbuilding Co ld 


In re W M Morris, dec 
Cunnick v The Company (fixed 


Owen 


Williams v 


In re Goldschmidt, dec Jessell v July 4) 
Von Marx In re Roger Edwards, dec Edwards 
In re G R Y Thurlow, dec Thurlow v Mills 


In re (@ E Green, dec Green v Green 
In re M A Taylor, dec Taylor v 


v Thurlow 
In re Frederick Hall Young’s Patent 


In re Patent & Designs Acts Taylor 
(fixed for June 13) In re Cooling, dec Collins v Cooling 
In re H G@ Tetley’s Settlement (restored) 
Nat Prov & Union Bank of In re Squires, dec Williams v 
England Id v Pailthorpe Codner 
In re Sir W W Williams’ Settlement In re W Adams, dec Public Trustee 
Wynn v Williams v Adams 


In re R Turner's Trusts In re Trustee 
Act, 1893 Spurgeon v Lee 

In re R Turner's Trusts Spurgeon v 
Turner 


In re Elizabeth Ritchie, dec Public 
Trustee v Ward 

In re W C Stennett, dec 
Reeve 


Wells v 
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A fixed income for life is more desirable—in 
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SUN LIFE ASSURANCE 
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In re Hone & Parker’s Contract and 
In re Vendor & Purchaser Act, 
1874 

In re T D Galpin’s Settlement 
Spurgeon v Mitchell 

In re Tench, dec Nunn v Cookman 

Inre J Rees Williams, dec Trustees, 
Executors & Securities Insce 
Corpn Id v Williams 

Gray v Wing Gray v Hardcastle 
(restored) 

In re © Moore, 
Laprimaudaye 

In re W E Dixon, dec Fraser v 
Royal National Lifeboat Insti- 
tution 

In re J W Day, dec 
v Day 

In re D G MacRae, dec 
Johnson v Harness 

In re Percy Wilson, dec 

Wilson 
re Blagdon, 

Boucher 

In re Joseph Roe, dec and In re 
Trustee Act, 1893 

In re Birchell, dec 
v Chapman 

In re Ellis, dec Hillman v Hurst 

In re Hammack, dec Cox v 
Hammack 

In re Landesmann, dec Landesmann 
v Landesmann 

In re Benjamin Fisher, dec Powner 
v Walkington 


dec Clifford v 


Public Trustee 
Webb 
Wilson v 
Glyde v 


dec 


In 


Public Trustee 


In re Southwell, dec Jones v 
Wainwright 

Automotive Innovations Syndicate 
v Doyle 

In re Wm Bevan, dec Jousselin v 
Clement 


Yorkshire Penny Bank Id v Holland 

British Thomson-Houston Co ld v 
H Bake & Co 

Same v Childs 

Same v Thomann 

Same v Empire Electric Lamp Co 

In re Evans’ Marriage Settlement 
Evans v Evans 

In re Hill, dec Smith v McBean 
Companies (Winding Up) and 

Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding Up). 
Petitions (to wind up). 

Fibre Tube & Box Board Manu- 
facturers Id (petn. of J B Hunt— 
ordered on Nov. 18, 1919, to 
stand over generally) 

F W Berwick & Co Id (petn of 
Sterling Metals Id—s.o. from 
May 30, 1922 to June 27, 1922) 

Martinsyde Id (petn of Alfred 
Herbert Id—ordered on May 2, 
1922 to stand over generally) 





W 8S Laycock Id (petn of Bagshaws 
and Co Id & anr—s.o. from 
May 23, 1922 to June 20, 1922) 

Sun Fuel Co Id (petn of Percy Jose 
Mitchell—s.o, from April 25, 1922 
to June 20, 1922) 

Burtons Id (petn of Great Eastern 
Ry Co-—s.o. from April 25, 1922 
to Oct. 17, 1922) 

Banque Industrielle de Chine (petn 
of the Company—s.o. from April 
25, 1922 to July 25, 1922) 

London & Suburban Development 
Co ld (petn of Bradley & Son ld— 
3.0. from March 21, 1922 to 
Oct. 17, 1922) 

Economic Building Corpn ld(petn of 
Marshall, Knott & Barker ld— 


ordered on May 30, 1922 to stand | | 
| Sylvia Steam Fishing Co ld (petn of 


over generally) 


Fconomic Building Corpn Id (petn of | 


Rownson, Drew & Clydesdale ld— 
ordered on May 30, 1922 to stand 
over generally) 

Gibbs Id (petn of Blonde 
Harmston—s.o, from May 30, 
1922 to June 27, 1922 
G Castle & Co Id (petn of Dormeuil 

Freres—s.o. from March 21, 1922 

to June 20, 1922) 

F J Wraight & Co Id (petn of Com. 
mercial Mutual Credit Bank Id— 
8.0. from April 4, 1922 to Oct. 24, 
1922) 

Fenton Textile Assoc Id (petn of 
Edward Lipman—s.o. from May 
23, 1922 to June 20, 1922) 

Dalston Theatre Id (petn of Henry 
Leapman—s.o. from May 23, 
1922 to June 27, 1922) 

Brazilian Commerce & Industries Id 
(petn of George Kilner & anr— 
8.0. from May 30, 1922 to June 20, 
1922) 

Russian Commercial & Industrial 
Bank (petn of J A Malcolm—s.o, 
from May 23, 1922 to July 18, 
1922) 

Russian Commercial & Industrial 
Bank (petn of G H Ashbery—s.o. 
from May 23, 1922 to July 18, 
1922) 

Alf Spring & Co ld (petn of The 
Humber Electrical Engineering 
Co—s.o. from April 11, 1922 to 
June 13, 1922) 

Vulcan Motor & Engineering Co 
(1906) Id (petn of Rushmores 
(1919) ld—s.o. from May 30, 1922 
to Oct. 24, 1922) 

Morel Brothers & Robinson Fur Co 
Id (petn of P Jacobs—s.o, from 
March 28, 1922 to June 27, 1922) 


G 





| Vegetable Oil & Lard Compound 
Refiners Id (petn of J E Musker— 
8.0. from May 30, 1922 to June 27, 
1922) 

J C G Syndicate ld (petn of W H 
Cullen (a firm)—s.o. from May 16, 
1922 to July 18, 1922) 

Pacific Marine Insce Co (petn of 
Canton Insce Office lId—s.o. from 
April 25, 1922 to July 4, 1922) 

Winter Tennis Club Id (petn of 
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Reliance Electric & Maintenance | 


Co—s.o, from May 23, 1922 to 
June 20, 1922) 

London Steamship & Trading Corpn 
Id (petn of D L Flack & Son—s.o. 
from May 16, 1922 to June 13, 
1922) 

Greville’s Travel Films ld (petn of 
WwW Long & anr—s.o. from 


April 25, 1922 to June 13, 1922) | 
H Sharples & Son (London) Id (petn | 
of Herring, Dewick & Cripps— | 


8.0. from April 11, 1922 to 
June 27, 1922) 
British Security Insce Co ld (petn of 


British Isles Marine & General 


Insce Co ld—s.o. from May 23, | 


1922 to June 13, 1922) 


United Kingdom Colonia! & Foreign | 


Insce Co Id (petn of R de Campou 
& Fils—s.o. from May 30, 1922 
to June 20, 1922) 

London & Midland Circuit ld (petn 
of Newtons Taunton, incorporated 
with Rotax (Motor Accessories) 
Id—s.o. from May 23, 1922 to 
June 13, 1922) 

Small & Sons Id (petn of Wood- 
workers Id—s.o. from May 23, 
1922 to July 4, 1922) 

Projector Publicity Co ld (petn of 


Betty Cohen—s.o. from May 9, | 


1922 to June 13, 1922) 


J Howden—s.o. from May 30, | 


1922 to June 20, 1922) 
Automobile Supply Co Id (petn of 
B F Goodrich Co ld—s.o. from 
May 16, 1922 to June 13, 1922) 
Calloose Tin Mines & Alluvials ld 
(petn of H E Thatcher—s.o. from 
May 16, 1922 to June 20, 1922) 
Panels Id (petn of W T Henry—s.o. 


from May 30, 1922 to June 20, | 


1922) 

A T Kremers Manufacturing Co Id 
(petn of Bronzefarbenwerke A.G. 
—sio. from May 30, 1922 to 
June 13, 1922) 


London Constructional Services ld | 


(petn of Frederick Braby & Co Id 
—s.0. from May 30, 1922 to 
June 27, 1922) 

H T Knight Id (petn of John T Hart 


and Sons—s.o. from May 30, 1922 | 


to June 13, 1922) 
Lam bart Films ld (petn of American 


Co (London) ld —s.o from May 30, | 


1922 to June 13, 1922) 

James Peart ld (petn of G H M 
Bowser) 

J L Sacks Id (petn of C Stokes) 


Maisel Petroleum Trust Id (petn of | 


E Fuchsbalg) 
Corona Lamp Works ld (petn of 
British Thomson-Houston Co Id) 


Inecto Id (petn of Dorothy Edith | 


Rivette) 


Cassy, Cassy & Co Id (petn of | 


Jackson and Smith) 

Tremaynes Textiles Id (petn of 
Mardorf, Peach & Co) 

Elite Picture Theatre (Middles- 
borough) Id (petn of J R Smiles) 

Glendinning Antimony Mines Id 
(petn of Railway Passengers Assce 
Co) 


G Ajelli & Co Id (petn of Anglo. 
Italian Alabaster Id) 

Aston Institute of Physical Culture 
Id (petn of George Newnes Id) 
Sam Salomon Id (petn of Leopold 

Joseph and Strauss) 


Chancery Petitions, 


Kafue Copper Development Co Id 
& reduced (to confirm reduction 
of capital—ordered on Mar 14, 
1922 to stand over generally) 

Fellows, Morton & Clayton Id & 
reduced (to confirm reduction of 
capital) 

Mells Collieries ld & reduced (same) 

United Lankat Plantations Co ld & 
reduced (same) 

W J Douglas & Partners Id & 
reduced (same) 

Baluchistan Chrome Co 
reduced (same) 

West Newquay Syndicate ld & 
reduced (same) 

Selincourt & Sons ld & reduced 
(same) 

Buller & Co ld & reduced (same) 

Josiah Hardman Id & reduced 
(same) 

United African Explorations ld & 
reduced (same) 

Nuneaton Wool & Leather Co ld & 
reduced (same) 

E Taylor & Sons ld & reduced 
(same) 

California Exploration Co ld & 
reduced (same) 

Burnett Steamship Co ld & reduced 


Id & 


(same) 

Lewis S Richards Id & reduced 
(same) 

All British Skin Co id & reduced 
(same) 


British Power Railway Signal Co ld 
and reduced (same) 

British Cellulose & Chemical Manu. 
facturing Co ld & reduced (same) 

National Discount Co ld & reduced 
(to confirm reduction & tre- 
organization of capital) 

Martinsyde Id (to sanction Scheme 
of Arrangement—ordered on July 
26, 1921 to stand over generally) 

Sungei Sayong Rubber Co Id (to 
sanction Scheme of Arrangement 
—ordered on April 11, 1922 to 
stand over generally) 

Dalston Theatre Id (to sanction 
Scheme of Arrangement— 
ordered on May 23, 1922 to s.0. 
generally) 

W S Laycock Id & Charron Id (to 
sanction Scheme of Arrangement) 

Anglo Continental Supply Co ld 
(to sanction Scheme of Arrange- 
ment) 

Caxton Insce Co Jd (to confirm 
alteration of objects—ordered on 
March 15, 1921 to s.o. generally) 

Universal Automobile Insce Co Id 
(to confirm alteration of objects) 

St Mary’s Hall Brighton (same) 

Harwich Gas & Coke Co Id (same) 

Newcastle-upon-Tyne Marine Insce 
Assoc for Goods (same) 

Wahi Gold Mining Co Id (to confirm 
alteration of objects) 

Cassell & Co Id (same) 

Kent Silk Mills ld (same) 
Companies (Winding Up) 
Motions. 

Angel Steamship Co Id (ordered on 
April 13, 1920, to s.o. generally) 

John Dawson & Co (Neweastle-on- 


Tyne) Id (s.0. generally by 
eonsent) 
Samos Wine Co ld part heard 


(ordered on April 12, 1921, t0 
8,0. generally) 
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§ Jacobs & Co Id (ordered on March 
16, 1921 to s.o. generally) 

HC Motor Co ld (ordered on July 5, 
1921 to s.o. generally) 

fianwyn Syndicate Id pt hd (s.o. 
from May 23, 1922 to June 20, 
1922) 

Pantations Trust ld (s.0. 
May 16, 1922 to June 13, 1922) 


Chancery Division. 
Motion. 


Scout Motors Id 
london Joint City and Midland 


Bank ld & ors v Scout Motors Id 


(ordered on Oct. 18, 1921 to s.0. | 5 tt 
| Rennie Forrest Shipbuilding, En- 


gineering and Dry Dock Co ld v | 


generally) 
Companies (Winding Up). 
Adjourned Summonses. 


Vanden Plas (England) Id (on proof 
of Fiat Motors ld—with witnesses 
—parties to apply to fix day for 
hearing—retained by Mr. Justice 
Astbury) 

Fairbanks Gold Mining Co ld 
(ordered on July 26, 1921 to s.0. 


generally) 

Gonnolly Bros Id (on proof of 
Hecht, Levis and Kalin—pt hd 
—ordered on Jan 17, 1922 to s.0. 
ong SP een by Mr. 

ustice P, O. Lawrence) 

Same (on proof of Luke O'Reilly Id 
—pt hd—ordered on Jan 17, 
1922 to s.o. generally—retained 
by Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence) 

Same (on proof of India Rubber, 
Gutta Percha and Telegraph 
Works Co Id—pt hd—ordered 
on Jan. 17, 1922 to s.o. generally 
—getained by Mr. Justice P. O 
Lawrence) 

Blenheim Motor Co ld (with 

i ) 

8V_Nevanas & Co ld (pt. hd.— 
ordered on Feb. 15, 1922 to s.0. 
generally) 

Blisland (Cornwall) China Clay Co 
Id (ordered on Dec. 6, 1921 to 
8.0, generally) 

General Marine Underwriters Assoc 


Farrows Bank Id 

Brangwin, Clark & Co Id 

Newcastle Shipbuilding Co Id 

Sir Thomas Beecham Opera Co 1d 
(Casson Chemical Co Id 


Chancery Division. 
Adjourned Summons. 
a South African Development 


Meidee v French South African 
Development Co Id (on pre- 
liminary point—ordered on April 


2, 1914, to s.o. generally pending | 


trial of action in King’s Bench 
Division) 


Before Mr. Justice P .O. Lawrence. 
Retained Matter. 
Adjourned Summons. 


vShaw pt hd 
Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses). 


Sergea.rt v Kelly (s.o. for com- 
mission) 
Attorney-General v Brown 
v Granville Mining Co ld & 
anr (s.o. return of commission) 
Test India Ry. Co v Secretary of 
te in Council of India (s.o. for 
day to be fixed) 
lire J G Tufford’s Patents & In re 
Letters Patent Nos 100,731 & 
102,628 (s.0. for date to be fixed) 


from | 








| In re W Glynn, dec 





| Simmonds v Povey (8.0.) 


Gate v Barrand (stayed for security) | 
Baker v Evens (not before June 24) 


Easting Windscreens ld v Hutchin- | 


son 


| Evans v Douglas (s.0.g.) 


Morley Cotton Spinning Co Id v 
Demery 


Co ld 
Woodland Motor 
Williams & ors 


| Weinstein v Pardo 
| Lane v Towler 


Spence v Barrow, Hepburn & Gale 
Id 


Rennie, Ritchie and Newport 
Shipbuilding Co Id 

Darwen Paper Mills Co Id v Dublin 
Express and Mail Id 

Maxwell v Mitchell 


British Thomson-Houston Co Id v | 


Collinson Bros 
Same v Forum & Co 
Before Mr. Justice Russell. 
(Application under the Trading 


with the Enemy Acts, 1914 to 1916). | 


In re Herschel & Stern 


Causes for Trial. 
(With witnesses. ) 


In re A Harper Sons & Bean ld 


Bean v The Company (s.0.g.) 


The Schultze Gunpowder Co Id v | 


Menzies (pt hd, s.o.g.) 
Levine v Benjamin 
Bonnard v Cragoe (fixed for July 10) 
Waterman v Bridgwater 
New Varieties ld v Brockwell (not 
before June 26) 
Murray v Garrett (pt hd) 


England and Wales) Id 


Highgate (Walsall) Brewery Co ld v | 


Uttings 
Sumner v Watts 
Stewart v Ritchie 
Amery v Whiting 
Keating v Rumens 
Tauchert v Public Trustee 
Lever v Tolchirisky 


Lewin v Cox & Co (not before July 1) | 


Jenkins v Thornton 

Millard v Petrie 

Mylchreest v Platts & The East 
Coast Hotels Id 

Phillips v Harris 

Sutherland v Sutherland 

Schlesinger v The Administrator of 
Hungarian Property & The 
Attorney-General (fixed for June 
26) 

Oppenheimer v Wolfe 

Nind v Carthew 

Washer v Washer 

Wood v Martin 

Dunhill v Bartlett & Bickley 


| White v Cooper 


Kendjian v Gumuchdjian 
In re A L 
Glynn, dec Adam v Glynn 


| Geo Shears & Sons Id v Jones 
Ihre Hawkins, dec Public Trustee | 
| Young v Horner 
| Horner v Young 


Bodmin v Davies 


Keonigsblatt v Sweet 

Boot v Clifton Colliery Co Id fixed 
for June 27 

Boston v Gould 

Malcolm v Waring 

In re Smith, dec Thomas v Stock 

Elliot v Munro 


Nicholson v Ashley Exclusive Films 


ld 
Griffiths v Bright & Galbraith ld 


British Thomston-Housten Co ld v | 
Lamp | 


The Emergo Economic 


Co Id 


| In re Brand’s Settlement 


| In re Gretton’s Indenture 


EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C.2. 


ESTABLISHED 1844. 
DIRECTORS. 


James Austen-Cartmell, Esq. 
Alexander Dingwall Bateson, Esq., K.C. 
John George Butcher, Bart., K.C., M.P. 
Edmund Church, Esq. 
Philip G. Collins, Esq. 

Mitton a Esq. 
John Croft Deverell, 
Robert William Dibdin, 
Charles Baker Dimond, Beq. 


FUNDS EXCEED 


| Eley Vv Edmonton Manufacturing | Chairman—Sir Richard Stephens Taylor. Deputy-Chairman—L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 


Works Id v | 


pe Be, iat P.C., M.V.O, 


‘Arch Herbert J ce Ba. 


Allan 


. 
Francis Minchin Voules, Esq., C.B.E. 
les Wigan, Esq. 


- + £5,000,000, 


All classes of Life Assurance Granted. a Life and Endowment Assurances without 


| profits, at exceptionally low rates of 


W. P. PHELPS, Manager. 





Ewart & Collis ld v Ceilhex Mfg 
Co ld fixed for June 22 
Pope v Wyatt 
Before Mr. Justice Romer. 
Retained Matters. 
Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses. ) 


Edwards v Pearson (s.0. generally) 

Malschinger v Haws (pt hd s.o, 
generally) 

Wood v Dale 


| Higham Glass & Bottle Co Id v 


Saccharin Corpn Id (s.o. generally) 
Lake v Lake & Elliott ld 
Smith & anr v Cranmore 
Welby v Cavendish Mortgage Co ld 
(fixed July 4) 


Marsh v The Metropolitan Bank (of | Tacky v Rogers 


Ravenhill v Ravenhill 


Adjourned Summonses, 


Public 
Trustee v Brand & ors 

F Pratt & Co Id v Minister of 
Munitions (to be heard by Eve, J) 

In re Jane Parson, dec Treleaven v 
Stocker (s.0.g.) 

In re Morrison’s Application and 
In re Sir T H Brooke-Hitching’s 
Trust (adjd sumns) 

Jones v Ellis & ors (s.0.g.) 

In re Alexander, dec Gisborne v 
Alexander 

In re Sir Frank Bowden, dec 
Barnsdale v Bowden (s.0.g.) 

In re James Dilks, dec Walker v 
Birkett 


| In re Balchin, dec In re Balchin 


an infant Havenhand v Perugiz 
In re Alice Clare, dec Banks v 
Taylor 


In re A R Margesson, dec Higham | 
| In re F H Hotham, dec 


v Watson 
In re Elizabeth Pells, dec Falkner 
v Roe 


| In re William Dalla Husband, dec | 


Husband v Hey 


| In re Albert Druce’s Settlement 


Druce v Druce 
In re C E D Budworth, dec Public 
Trustee v Budworth 
In re Chas Pettit, dec 
Pettit 


Le Fevre v 


| In re Walpole Chamberlayne, dec 


Rix v Vassar 
In re Mary Clark, dec 
Rutter 


Pulleine v 


In re 

Ratcliff & Brickman’s Trusts 
Hood v Lady Byron 

In re Worters’ Trusts 
Rodick 

In re Perkins, dec 
Wright 


Harrabin v 


| In re H W Legerton, dec 





| 
| 
Worters v | 


In re 
A Legerton, deo Hare v Norton 


| In re Annie Woodrow, dec Woodrow 


v Woodrow 

In re Clemitson, dec 
Clemitson 

In re Crewe, dec 
Senior 

In re Thos Bostock, dec Bostock 
v Bostock 

In re Edwin Bostock, dec Bostock 
v Bostock 

In re Edward Brook, dec Hirst v 
Brook 

In re John Bennett, dec Thomas v 
Bennett 

In re J Dike, dec Burnard v Brown 

In re Richard Hare, dec Ward v 
Hare 

In re Orford, dec Holland v Holland 

In re Purser, dec Oliver v Purser 

In re J Lawes, dec Lawes v Lawes 
(restored) 
In re Brymer’s Contract In re 
Vendor & Purchaser Act, 1874 
In re Wm Nicholls, dec Thompson v 
Nightowler (restored) 

In re Norsworthy’s Settlement 
Trusts Norsworthy v Norsworthy 

In re Watson Mitchell, dec Mitchell 
v Still 

In re C ES Cockburn, dee Royal 
Exchange Assurance Co Id v 
Cockburn 

In re Smith’s Trade Marks and In re 
Trade Marks Acts, 1905 to 1919, 
Nos 40,905 and 6,868 

In re J Rawles, dec 
Rawles 

In re Griffith, dec 
Griffith 

In re Cochrane’s Mortgage Jones v 
Cochrane 

In re Cunnington, dec 
Webb 


Pickering v 


Fynderne v 


Thurlow v 


Meade-King v 


Healing v 


In re 
E Hotham, dec Gosling v Hotham 

In re W C Gunn, dec Gunn v 
Public Trustee 

In re Simpson, dec 
Simpson 

In re Sulivan, dec 
Waldron 

In re E M Adam, dec 
v Dayrell 

In re Turner, dec In re Turner 
infants Thomspon v Turner 

In re Sivewright, dec Law v 
Fenwick 

In re Nathaniel Will 
Williams v Perry 

In re Hepburn’s Estate 
v Hepburn 

In re John Harley, dec Marston v 
Harley 

In re Hudson, dec Becher v Hudson 

In re Wakley, dec Wade v Wakley 


Tolkard v 
Sulivan v 


Adam 


Saxton’s 


Hepburn 
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Inre Hanbury, dec Clark v Hanbury | In re Muller’s Indenture 
In re Wakeley, dec Mosley, Flowers McLaren, dec McLaren v Rynd 
& Co v Tomlinson (restored) | Tate v Thomas 
In re A Gibson, dec Weldon v | In re E J Barker, dec 
Gibson } Barker 
In re T Todd, dec Wain v Todd In re Burleigh, dec May v Burleigh 
In re J W H 8S Maclaren, dec | Inre Sir John Jackson, dec Jackson 
Edwardes v Williams v Hamilton 
In re Leach, dec Milne v Daubeney In re Etherton, 
In re Stacey, dec Styer v Public Clarke 
Trustee In re Pritchard’s & Arter’s Contracts 
In re Sturdy, dec London C W & In re Vendor & Purchaser Act 
Parr’s Bk ld v Incledon-Webber 1874 (restored) 


Barker v 


dec Coole v 





APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY. 


Appeals from County Courts to be heard by a Divisional Court sitting in 
Bankruptcy, pending 2nd June, 1922. 


In re A Debtor (No. 19 of 1915) Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditor and The Official Receiver appl from the County Court of 
Devonshire (Plymouth & Stonehouse) (on Dec. 15, 1919, this appeal was 
ordered to stand over with liberty to restore) 

In re Alfred Leo Howart Expte E H Simpson, Trustee v William George 
Guest appl from the County Court of Lancashire (Blackburn) 

In re Ivan L R Large Expte J P Emett, Trustee v Cyril James Keith 
Pollard appl from the County Court of Gloucestershire (Bristol) 


Motions in Bankruptcy for hearing before the Judge, pending 
2nd June, 1922. 


In re Bathurst Expte The Debtor v Philip Reeves pt hd (referred to 
Registrar to report) 

In re P Miller, C C 8 Preston and G A Evans (trading as P Miller & Co) 
Expte Charles Edward Dun v G Little, the Trustee 

In re P Prior Expte D Hart, the Trustee v O Harper 

In re F J Allwork Expte M Jenks, the Trustee v J H Cressy 

In re Giunipero & Co Expte Ditta Stefano Peschiera v 8 Pears, the Trustee 
and the Debtors 

In re F J Allwork Expte J H Cressy v M Jenks, the Trustee 

In re William H Robinson Expte David Petrie v William A Turner, the 
Trustee 

In re Percy P Taylor Expte William Cussons ld v The Trustee and The 
Official Receiver. 


VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very casential that all Policy Holders should 
ve # detailed valuation of their effects. Property is BF very inadequately 
insured, and in case of loss insurers suffer accordingly. NHAM STORR & SON 
(LIMITED), 26, K Street, Covent Garden, W.C.2, well-known chattel valuers and 
auctioneers (estab! over 100 years), have a staff of expert Valuers, and will be glad 
to advise those desiring valuations for any purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, 
works of art, bric-A-brac a speciality. —{ADVT. ) 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


June 20, 27 and July 4.—Messrs. Hampton & Sons, at their Estate rooms, St. James’- 
square, 8.W.: Several Town Houses, etc. (see advertisement, back page, June 10th issue.) 

June 20, July 4 and 10.—Messrs. Herrine, Son & Daw, at the London Auction Mart: 
Valuable Freehold Business and Residential Properties (see announcements advertised on 
page ill of last week's issue, June 10th.) 

June 21.—Messrs. Woorron & Son, at the London Auction Mart, at 2.30: Freehold 
City Office Property (see advertisement, page vi, of June 10th issue.) 

June 21 and 28.—Mesers. Dovetas Youne & Co., at the London Auction Mart, at 2.30 
respectively: Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, page v, of June 10th 
issue). 

June 21 and July 6.—Messrs. Gro. Trottopse and Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 2.30 
respectively : Leasehold Town Houses (see advertisement, page xxi. of June 10th issue). 

une 22.—Messrs, Strmson & Sons, at the London Auction Mart, at 2.30: Freehold and 
Leasehold Properties (for further particulars see advertisements, page iv, of June 10th issue). 

June 22. esers. Hooper & Rogers, at the Greyhound Hotel, Croydon, at 6 o'clock 
precisely : Eleven Houses in Croydon, Five with vacant possession, Freeholds and Leaseholds 
(see advertisement, page v, last week’s issue). 

June 22, 29, and July 6.—Mesars. C. C. & T. Moors, at the London Auction Mart, respec- 
tively: Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, page xxi, of June 10th 
issue). 

June 28, 30, July 12, 19.—Messrs. DANIEL SMITH, OAKLEY & GERRARD, amalgamated with 
Mesars. H. & R. L, Cops, at the London Auction Mart: Several Important Freehold Estates 
and Properties (see advertisement, page ii, of January 10th issue). 

June 29 and July 8.—Messrs. HILLIgER, PARKER, MAY & RowDEN, at the London Auction 
Mart, and atthe Red Lion Hotel, Colchester, respectively : Shop Properties, Factory Premises 
and an Agricultural Estate of about 450 Acres (see advertisements, page vi, of last week's issue, 
June 10th). 

June 30.—Mesars. E. & 8. Surrn, at the London Auction Mart, at 2.30: Freehold and 
Leasehold Investments (see advertisement, page v, of June 10th issue). 

July 5.—Messrs. St. QuINTIN, SON & STANLEY, at Winchester House, Old Broad Street, 
at 2.30: Valuable Freehold Ground Rents (see advertisement, page v, of June 10th issue). 

July 56.—Messrs. Humpert & FLINT, at the London Auction Mart, at 2.30: Important 
Freehold Estate (see advertisement, page iil, of last week's issue, June 10th). 

July 11,—Messrs. Kniout, Frank & Rotiey, at their Hanover Square Estate Room 
at 2.30: Freehold Estate, facing Euston Station, comprising 39 Houses, (see advertisement, 
page vi, of last week's issue, June 10th).' 

July 12.—Messrs. Ropson’& Perrin, at the London Auction Mart, at 2.30: Freehold 
Residence, at Hornsey, Middlesex (see advertisement, » vi, of June 10th issue). 

July 18.—FAREBROTHER, ELLIS & Co, at the London Auction Mart, at 2.30: Freehold 
Ground Rents, etc. (see advertisements, page iv, of June 10th issue) 

July 27.— Mesars. ALFRED SAVILL & Son, at the Bath Saloons, Torquay, at 3 p.m. : Valuable 
Building Estate, Torquay (see advertisement, front page, of June 10th issue). 
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Auction Notes. 


Messrs. Danren Smiru, OaAktey & GARRARD, amalgamated with 
Messrs. H. & R. L. Cobb, are advertising a very interesting and varied 
list of Sales by Auction which include the following properties : 

On 28th June at the Mart they will offer the Freehold Residential and 
Sporting Estate known as Brambridge Park, Hampshire, with an area 
of 215 acres, a feature of which is the 2} miles of fishing. On the same 
day, some smaller Residences and Building Plots will be offered, including 
“Kenley House,” Kenley, and “ Aldercombe,’’ Caterham. The Kenley 
property will be offered in a variety of lotting. 

Five Nurseries and 37 acres of Building Land will be offered at Worthing 
in conjunction with Messrs. Kelland & Co., on the 30th June. Another 
Seaside property is a Freehold Residence which they are offering on the 
4th July in conjunction with Messrs. Oakden & Co., at Eastbourne. 

At the Mart on 12th July, three very important Historical Residential 
and Sporting Estates will be offered known as Mereworth Castle, Kent, 
with 415 acres, Brocket Hall, Hertfordshire, with 570 acres and Linton 
Place, Kent, with about 365 acres, and another property to be put up on 
the same day is a valuable Building Site opposite the Pier at Worthing 
extending to approximately 24,000 sq. ft. 

In conjunction with Messrs. Hall, Pain & Goldsmith on the 17th July, 
at the Red Lion Hotel, Fareham, they will offer the Titchfield Estate, 
Hampshire, covering about 270 acres. This includes two moderate sized 
Residences, Fishing Rights on the River Meon, and several plots of land 
suitable for Strawberry Culture. 

The Danson Estate, Kent, will be offered at the Mart on the 19th July 
in conjunction with Messrs. Dann & Lucas. This has an area of about 
580 acres, including two Residences, two Farms and several small holdings, 
and will be sold in several lots. The following day at the Mart, they will 
offer Freehold Properties on the Sun Tavern Fields Estate, Stepney, 
producing £733 per annum ; also the Freehold Business premises known as 
129 Wardour Street and 11 and 12 Duck Lane. 





Devon Beauty Spot for Sale. 
ILSHAM MANOR ESTATE. 


The Ilsham Manor Estate, Torquay, covering an area of about 200 acres, 
is to be sold by auction on 27th July next in building plots of convenient 
sizes. The Estate occupies one of the most charming positions on the 
South Devon coast, commanding unrivalled views of land and sea on all 
sides, and includes some of the best-known Jandmarks on the south-west 
coast of England, including Torbay, Babbacombe Bay, Anstey’s Coye, 
the Bishops and Hopes Nose Walks, the Lincombe Drive, Kents Cavern, 
several popular bathing beaches, and the Walls Hill Golf Links. The 
Torquay Corporation are constructing a very fine: new Marine Drive, 
circling the coast line of this Estate. Messrs. Alfred Savill & Sons, of 
514, Lincoln’s Inn Fields, W.C.2, and Combpyne, Devonshire, Surveyors 
and Land Agents to the Ilsham Manor Estate, will conduct the Auction. 





Site of Nell Gwyn’s Summer Residence. 


Property in King’s Cross-road, partly covering the site of Bagnigge 
House, a summer residence of Nell Gwyn, is to be sold by Messrs. E. and 8. 
Smith at the London Auction Mart on Friday, 30th June. 

The place became fashionable in 1757 after the discovery of ferruginous 
chalybeate and other wells, and later tea gardens, concerts, and dancing 
became attractions. 

Seven dwelling-houses and an engineer’s shop are included in the property 
to be disposed of on Friday, 30th June, and an Investment at Stoke 
Newington. 


Miss Ethel M. Dell’s House. 


The secret wedding of this popular novelist is followed by the announce- 
ment that her beautifully secluded house known as “The Greenwood,” 
Merrow, just on the outskirts of Guildford, is to be sold by auction on 
4th July. Hampton & Sons, of St. James’-square, who are the Auctioneers 
instructed, have issued particulars with some views which show it to be 
a very charming place indeed, and does not belie the description that was 
given to it as an ideal secluded retreat. According to a note in the 
particulars, Miss Dell has spent thousands of pounds on it during the past 
three years. It is quite a big house, fitted with three bathrooms. There 
is a beautiful music or billiard room, first-class cottages, and the land 
altogether amounts to 9} acres. It is understood that the Auctioneers are 
instructed to sell at a very low reserve. 








Sir Arthur Frederick Peterson, of Cheyne-walk, Chelsea, S.W., a Judge 
of the Chancery Division of the High Court since 1915, who died on 12th 
May, aged sixty-two, has left estate of the value of £79,466, with net 
personalty £73,639. The testator gives—Household goods, pictures, 
bronzes, books, &c., to the value of £1,200, to Mrs. E. V. Fox ; 300 volumes 
of books to her daughter, Mrs. Ruth Dalton ; £400 to his clerk, A. J. Davey; 
£300 to his butler, J. Graham, if still in his employ ; and one year’s wages 





to each of his servants who have been with him for three years. 
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Dairies Ltd. (Bedford) Ltd. sonaiee ig rae 2 Ord. May 31. sicitor. High | MARTIN, Ropurt H., and MARTIN, EMANURE J. W., Sheffield, 
Mo1 est Brompton, citor. 8 Confectioners and Bakers, Sheffield, Pet. June 8. Ord: 
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London 
Brixham Cinema Co. Ltd. Everton & Wilson (Liverpool) | NELSON, James, Hanley, Grocer. Hanley. Pet. June 3. | Menpoza, Louis L. P., Stamford-hill, Nursing Home 
W. Watkin & Son Ltd. Ltd. . Ord. June 3. - ; Proprietor. High Court. Pet. Dec. 30. Ord. June 10. 
Keynsham Electric Lightand San Antonio de Esquilache | NORMAN, WILLIAM, Cambridge, Carpenter. Cambridge. | NarHan, Cectt S., Maidenhead, Merchant. High Court, 








er Co, Ltd. (Peru) Mines Ltd. Pet. June 2. Ord. June 2 Pet. June 9. Ord. June 9. 
Brushes Colliery Co. Ltd. H. E. Dent Ltd. RACHKIND, HENRY; Mosson, EpHratmm; BLooM, LAZARUS | Pearce, Roy V., Winterbourne, Glos., Farmer. Bristol. 
W. G. Aston Ltd. The Wath-upon-Dearne Pub- and Marpzr, THoMas A., Cleethorpes (trading as The | pet. June 9. Ord. June 9. 
Kidderminster Federated lic Market Co. Ltd. Rattray Steam Trawling Company). Great Grimsby. | Pyursey, METFORD G, West End-st., Somerset, Butcher. 
Builders Ltd. Gedge & Co. Ltd. Pet. April 28. Ord. May 11. Wells. Pet. June 8. Ord. June 8 
Alf Crabtree Ltd. Rickard, Wright & Dean Ltd, ; ROBINSON, GEORGE R., Cleethorpes, Coal Heaver. Great | Ropry, SARAH, Battersea Park-rd., Boot Dealer. Wandsworth, 
8. Instone & Co. (Poste) Lae. Lomond Shoe Co. Ltd. Grimsby. Pet. June 6. Ord. June 6. | Pet. May 5. Ord. June 8. 
Sam Salomon Ltd Evered & Co. Ltd. ROSER, GEORGE J., East Ham, Grocer. HighCourt. Pet. | Ropagrson, Herpert, Middlesbrough, General Dealer, 
R.T. Sharp & Co. “Ltd. Whites (Luton) Ltd. April 27. Ord. June 1. Middlesbrough. Pet. June 8. Ord. June 8. 
Green & Son (Exeter) Ltd. | The Dominion Paper Co. Ltd. | SEDDON, Percy, ayweet, Lancs, Chemist. Bolton. Pet. | Rovren, Joseru E., Melton Mowbray, Grocer. Leicester. 
Woodcock & Co. Ltd. The Climax Frame Co. Ltd. June 6. Ord. June 6. P Pet. June 8. Ord. June 8 
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Entertainments Ltd. June 7. Ord. June 7 | June 8. Ord. June 8 
SLATOR, C -E., Lower James-st., Woollen Agent. High Court. | sorase, powane W., Aldersgate-st. High Court. Pet, 
Pet. May 5. Ord. June 1. April 28. . June 8 


SMITH, ROBERT, Great Grimsby, Master of a Steam | Fishing SMALLPAGE, we ALTER, Leeds, Jar and Bottle Dealer. Leeds, 


Bankru tc Notices Vessel. Great Grimsby. Pet. June 7 Ord. June 7. Pet. June 9. Ord. June 9. 
° SuppIcK, George W., Consett, Oil and Hardware Dealer. | Srevens, WiLtiAM H., Leigh, Lancs, Costumier. Bolton, 





2° RIVING Newcastle-u on-Tyne. Pet. June 3. Ord. June 3. Pet. June 10. Ord. June 10. 
RE BIVING . ORDERS. TAYLOR, Hexty M., Cheapside, Company Secretary. High | Sruart, ROWLAND T., St. James’-st., Merchant. High Court. 
London Gazette.—FripaY, June 9. Court. Pet. March 4. Ord, June 1. Pet. April 10. Ord. June 9. 
Aspott, JouN, Leeds, Licensed Victualler. Huddersfield. | Taytor, Joun E., Highbury, Company Promoter. High | WALDEN, WILLIAM, Wandsworth Bridge-rd., Builder. High 
Pet. June 1. Ord. June 1. Court. Pet. Dec. 8. Ord. June 1. Court. Pet. May 8. Ord. June 8. 
ABRAHAM, ARNOLD C., Hythe, Officer in H.M. Forces. | TeaGies, ALBERT G., Ludlow, Fish and Chip Frier.; Warre.ey, Joun W., South Kirby, Grocer. Wakefield. 
Canterbury. Pet. Feb. 15. Ord. May 6. Leominster. Pet. June 2. Ord. June 2. Pet. June 8. Ord. June 8. 
Baysury, WiiaM S., Devizes, Saddler. Bath. Pet. | TuGHaN, WiL1IAM G., St. Swithin’s-lane, E.C. High Court. | Wripprineton, CHARLES V., Old Broad-st. High Court, 
June 1. Ord. June 1. Pet. April 28. Ord. June 1. Pet. April 29. Ord. June 9. 
Barrett, EDWIN W., Eastbourne, Dairyman. Eastbourne. | WaTKINS, GeorGE E., Moreton, Essex, Grocer. Chelmsford. | WiLKINS AND YOUNG, Regent-st. High Court. Pet. May 9. 
Pet. June 3. Ord. June 3. Pet. June 6. Ord. June 6. Ord. June 8. 
Boatman, ALLAN C., Weybread, Suffolk, Farmer. Norwich. | WELLINGTON, JOHN M., Stratford, Engineer. High Court. | Wivper, Isaac, Butt-lane, Stafford, General Dealer. Hanley. 
Pet. May 12. Ord. June 2. } Pet. May 11. Ord. June 1. Pet. June 7. Ord. June 7. 
Bovckiey, WILt1M A., Priestfield, Wolverhampton, Haulage | WELLS, CHRISTOPHER, Weybridge, Hardware Dealer and | Woo.r, ArtHur H., Great Eastern-st., Upholsterer. High 
Contractor. Wolve rhampton. Pet. June 2. Ord. June2 | Oilman. Kingston. Pet. June 7. Ord. June 7. Court. Pet. May 11. Ord. June 8 




















THE LICENSES AND GENERAL 
INSURANCE CO., LTD., 


ae | Fire, Rantiery, Laos af Profit, Employers’, 
COLT Fidelity, Glass, Motor, Public Liability, etc. 








LICENSE SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


INSURANCE. Suitable Clauses for Insertion in Leases and Mortgages of Licensed Property settled by 
Counsel will be sent on application. 











inronmation ware: WICTORIA EMBANKMENT (next Temple Station), W.C.2. 


le aod 
















THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY 


REPORTER. 


June 17, 1922 








Dominion of Canada. 


THE ROYAL 


Capital fully paid, $1,000,000. 


TRUST COMPANY 


Reserve Fund, $2,000,000. 


Assets under Administration exceed $285,000,000 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS. 
Sir Vincent Meredith, Bart., President. 
Huntly R. Drummond, Vice-President. 
Hugh A. Allan; R. B. Angus; Hon. C. C. Ballantyne ; 
E. W. Beatty, K.C.; C. W. Dean; Sir Charles Gordon, 
G.B.E.; Hon. Sir Lomar Gouin, K.C.M.G., M.P.; A. E. 
Holt; ©. R. Hosmer; Howard G. Kelley; William 
McMaster; Lt.-Col. Herbert Molson, C.M.G., M.C.; Sir 
Augustus M. Nanton; Lord Shaughnessy K.C.V.O.; Sir 
Frederick Williams-Taylor. 
H. B. Mackenzie, General Manager. 


CANADIAN ASSETS. 

The Company undertakes for Executors in Great Britain 
and Ireland the management and realization of all Assets 
‘in Canada, including settlement of Succession Duties. 

The Company acts as Agent and Attorney for clients in 
Europe in investment of moneys, care of securities, 
collection of revenues,.rents, etc., and sale of properties. 


Head Office, 105, St. James St., Montreal. 
Cable Address, ‘* Royaltrust, Montreal.” 
Branches throughout Canada. 


Inquiries solicited. Reference may be made 
to the Bank of Montreal, London Branches. 





LEGAL & GENERAL ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY, LTD., 
10, FLEET STREET, E.C.4. 


The Proprietors of this Society are requested to take 
Notice that the DIVIDEND for the current year will be 
PAYABLE on Saturday, the Ist day of July next. Warrants 
for such Dividend, at the rate of Three Shillings per Share, 
free of Income Tax, will be forwarded by post on Friday the 
30th instant. The transfer books of the Socicty will be 
closed from the 16th to 30th Instant, inclusive. 

By order of the Board, 
W. A. WORKMAN, 
General Manager 


| AW.—STRAITS SETTLEMENTS. A qualified 
4 BARRISTER (Common Law) or SOLICITOR its 
— as Assistant to a leading Firm of Advocates and 

jcitors in Singapore. Applicant will be required to do 
advocacy work chiefly, but must be prepared to undertake 
conveyancing, if required. University man _ preferred. 
Unmarried. Age 24 to 32. Salary £770 per annum, rising 
to £840, on a three years’ agreement. Passage paid, Good 
health essential. 

Write, giving full particulars, to L. G. & Co., c/o Streets, 
30, Cornhill, London, E.C.3, 


)EVERSION of Freehold, wanted to buy. Low 

Vv present return not an objection if suitably secured.— 
Send full particulars Trustee, Knight, Frank & Rutley, 
20, Hanover-square, W.1. 


, igpry~ Bills of Costs drawn for taxation 
and delivery to clients; 20 years’ experience. Smal) 
reentage on total bill. Town or country.—Oliver, 107, 
srockley-grove, London, 8.E.4 


RCHITECTURAL Draughtsman seeks post 
with firm who could find regular employment for such. 
Engrossing plans on deeds, memorials traced, etc.; fully 
competent.—Percy P. Mitchell, Dearne Cottage, Stairfoot, 
Barnsley. 


= EDUCATION. — Dexrerito Teaching 
ppliances make for progress and happiness—Registered 
uto-Education, 93, Gt. Russell-street, W.C.1. 


June, 1922. 
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YPEWRITER for Sale, 
ton & Co., 
price £15 15 ” 


Monarch, by Reming- 
with 24-inch carrier, in good typing order, 
Apply A. Holwill, Waterloo House, Andover 





5 in stand, good con- 


| EED BOXES for Sale, 
Apply Baker, 22, Furnival-street, E.C.4 


dition, £7 10s 





| ey FARMINGinCENTRAL CALIFORNIA 
with the ever-increasing British Colony of ex-officers 
and others means health, increasing prosperity and 
—~ — in the midst of civilisation, railroads, magnificent 
shops, and varied sport. Ideal for a settler 
with £1,000 minimum. Electric power and water abundant 
and cheap. Superb climate. No wind or rain storms. 
No pioneering, isolation, privations, or transport difficulties. 
Living expenses moderate. Taxation low. Fruit consumed 
in U.3.A.—For confirmatory reports, etc., apply to J. H. 
Farmer, Mundesley, Norfolk. 





The Key to Vitality of Body and Mind is 


The ARS VIVENDI System 


Which introduces into daily life a new principle, 
discovery of the great part played in respiration by 
the Cranial Air Chambers. 

Breathing becomes copious and easy, the voice full 
and resonant, and the mind keen, alert, and able to 
concentrate for a long time without headache or 
brain-fag. 

The Ars Vivendi walk is unique—the downward 
pressure on Internal organs, spine, and feet, which is 
80 injurious to health, being relieved, and the step 
becoming light, buoyant and exhilarating in its effect 
upon the mind. 

Special manipulative treatment, without need of 
operations, is given for nose and throat troublesin both 
children and adults, also for nervous affections and 
weakness of spine. 

This is the missing link in the open-air treatment 
of tuberculosis, the sufferer being enabled to breathe 
more fully and with less strain. 


dust Published. Price 7s. 6d. net. 

Of all Booksellers, per Simpkin, Marshall & Co. 
The Seventh Edition of Ars Vivendi, enlarged by two 
chapters. 

For Consultation or Book direct, address: 
MR. ARTHUR LOVELL, 


94, PARK STREET, GROSVENOR SQUARE, W.1. 














WANTED TO Pu RCHASE. 
COMMERCIAL CASES, Vols. 1 to 24; or any 
LAW JOURNAL REPORTS, 1919 to 1921 
LAW REPORTS, 1915 to 1921 
LAW TIMES REPORTS, W.8., Vols. 16 to 31, 75 


6. 
TIMES LAW om Vols. 11 to 14, 16, 17, 18, 


25, 27, 
LINCOLN’S INN ARCHWAY: 


WILDY & SON 3 CAREY 8T., LONDON, W.C.2. 
TRANSLATIONS 


All ‘Languages, Commercial or 
Technical. FOREIGN TYPING. 


LYCEUM INSTITUTE, fqsey" x72" 
OOMSBURY (few minutes of Oxford-street). 


TELEPHONE: MusEUM 1785. 
B 
) Magnificent suite of 23 offices on ground and first 


floor. Floor area about 7,500 sq. ft. To be let on lease 
at moderate rental Vacant possession.—For 
yarticulars apply Hillier, Parker, May 
Maddox-street, W.1. 











further 
& Rowden, 27, 


DRAFT FORMS OF 
Memorannum AND ARTICLES 


oF ASSOCIATION 


By CECIL W. TURNER, Esq., Barrister-ai-Law 

‘The forms are printed as drafte on one side of sheets of 
Foolacap, and are tn accordance with the COMPANIES ACTS, 
1908-1917, and with the latest decisions of the Courts. They 
~y been 





No, 3. —For a Private Company. Ninet 
Edition. 42 


No. 8a.—For a Public neared Twelfth Edition. 
44 


No. 8c.—For 1, not for roti, and and 
limited b: vomanatee. 


26 pages 
No. ai | = ap Company (ad Tabie 
a ovtiog Table 


F Pear 

No. 83d*.-For a 

Table A nth  neliktlend 
Edition. 


THE SOLICITORS’ 
LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY, LTD. 


22, CaaNcerY LANk, W.C.2. 49, BeprorD Row, W.C.1. 
27 & 28, WALBROOK, E.C.4. 45, TOTHILL StREzT, 8.W.1. 
15, HANOVER STREET, W.1. 











ESTABLISHED 1878. "PHONE: MUSEUM 5227. 


W. C. BRIGGS & CO., 
LAW & CENERAL BOOKBINDERS, 
51, Lambs Conduit Street, W.C.I. 


LAW REPORTS Bound in Halt-calt at Ss. 6d. 
Cash with order. Returned Carriage Free. 








LONOON’S LADY DETECTIVE 





EVIDENCE 


on behalf of Christianity is provided by the 
CHRISTIAN EVIDENCE SOCIETY 
33 and 34, Craven Street, W.C.2. 





I’ is very important that one’s Keys should 

be registered by a reliable Company. You 
should ring up 1445 Clerkenwell to-day, and ask 
the British Key Registry about it or write 





London Office, 64, Finsbury Pavement, E.C.2. 








Oo 


HEAD OFFICES: 


161, STRAND, 
LONDON, W.C.2 
(Adjoining King’s College 
and Somerset House). 


Telegrams : 
“ LAWGENOY, ESTRAND, 
Lonpox.” 


Telephone: Crry 4779. 














Che Law a Limited 


(General Manager - - 


THE MOST EXPERIENCED STAFF FOR 


COMPANY REGISTRATION, 
PROBATE, SEARCHES, &c. 


EDMUND ere 


0 





AND AT 


56-62, SOUTH CASTLE 
STREET, 


LIVERPOOL. 


Telephone: Bank 4436. 


SPECIAL INCLUSIVE 
TERMS to London and 
Country Solicitors for 








- Exclusive tot the Leg 


al Profession. 


ee Printing, Stationery, 
Forms, Drafts, etc. 


























